BLM   LIBRARY 

!  88013458 

1 

N^%^_ , 

L.#^ 

*^$m 

,!- 


lW 


v.. 


^^V*" 


*«* 


^">sl 


tsv 


ss 


<? 


fc 


^>- 


X 


N3 


^nsr* 

QHinB 

: 

*w 

wWJT*'i;19I^K6v  "       /%9E^p^^^H 

v»« 

•         -,>•  . 

1 

9L  ^SSpHM 

lb 


I 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
%f    ,ii  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


ff 


t^EMUCCA  DIS'  ! 
1.981 


',  NEVADA 


■:£M  Of  IMMD  MAMUsEkV 

Library 
PeirvOT  Service  Ce'rite? 


PREFACE 


The  Final  Paradise-Denio  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  has  been  printed  in  an 
abbreviated  format  consistent  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  regulations.  This  FEIS  must  be 
used  with  the  Draft  EIS  (INT  DEIS  81-5).  The  FEIS  includes  the  Summary  from  the  DEIS,  written  comments 
received  during  the  public  review  process,  substantive  comments  presented  at  public  hearings  and  the 
responses  to  those  comments. 


BLM  Library 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  .//  3 

PROPOSED  DOMESTIC  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 

for  the 


PARADISE-DENiO  RESOURCE  AREA 

Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties 
Nevada 


Librai*y 
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Prepared  by 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

WINNEMUCCA  DISTRICT 

Edward  F.  Spang^   ^\ 
State  Director 
Nevada  State  Office 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  proposes  to  implement  a  livestock  grazing  management  program 
for  the  Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area  of  the  Winnemucca  District  in  central  Nevada.  This  program 
proposes  to  allocate  available  vegetation  to  livestock,  big  game,  and  wild  horses;  determine  the 
levels  of  livestock  grazing  management;  identify  needed  livestock  support  facilities;  outline  a  gener- 
al implementation  schedule  and  list  the  standard  procedures  for  operation.  Four  alternatives  are 
considered  along  with  the  proposed  action.  They  are:  No  Livestock  Grazing,  No  Action,  Maximizing 
Livestock,  and  Livestock  Reduction/Maximizing  Wild  Horses  and  Burros.  A  discussion  of  the  affect- 
ed environment  is  briefly  summarized  and  the  environmental  consequences  occurring  from  the  pro- 
posed action  and  each  alternative  are  documented  in  the  EIS. 

For  further  informtion  write  Frank  C.  Shields,  District  Manager, 

705  E.  4th  Street,  Winnemucca,  Nevada  89445 

or  call  702-623-3678 

Date  final  statement  was  made  available 
to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  public:       $£p    J  §    1001 


FE1S    81-40 


SUMMARY 


ALTERNATIVES,  INCLUDING  THE 
PROPOSED  ACTION 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  pro- 
poses to  implement  a  livestock  grazing  manage- 
ment program  in  the  Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area 
of  the  Winnemucca  District.  The  Paradise-Denio 
Resource  Area  encompasses  approximately  four 
million  acres,  nearly  all  of  Humboldt  County  in 
northwestern  Nevada.  Intermingled  with  these 
public  lands  are  approximately  602,000  acres  of  pri- 
vate, state  and  other  lands.  The  Humboldt  National 
Forest  has  boundaries  within  the  Paradise-Denio 
Resource  Area  (reference  Land  Status  Map  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  DEIS). 

Analyzed  in  this  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS)  are  the  proposed  action  and  four  alternatives: 
No  Livestock  Grazing,  No  Action,  Maximizing  Live- 
stock, and  Livestock  Reduction/Maximizing  Wild 
Horses  and  Burros  (Summary  Table  1). 

Components  of  the  proposed  action  (the  BLM's 
preferred  alternative)  and  each  alternative  include 
the  analysis  of:  (1)  Vegetation  Allocation  Program 
(Summary  Figure  1),  (2)  Levels  of  Grazing  Manage- 
ment (Summary  Table  3),  (3)  Livestock  Support 
Facilities  (Summary  Table  4),  (4)  General  Imple- 
mentation Schedule  and,  (5)  Standard  Operating 
Procedures.  A  detailed  description  of  each  alterna- 
tive is  presented  in  Chapter  1 . 

Chapter  1  explains  the  alternatives,  including  the 
proposed  action.  Chapter  2  describes  the  present 
condition  of  the  resource  area.  Analyses  of  the  al- 
ternatives including  the  proposed  action  are  pro- 
vided in  Chapter  3,  along  with  discussions  of  avoid- 
able and  unavoidable  impacts  and  measures  that 
might  lessen  the  effect  of  the  more  severe  impacts. 
Technical  and  backup  data  are  in  the  Appendixes. 


COORDINATED  RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT  AND  PLANNING 


The  1978  range  survey  was  the  source  of  the 
production  data  analyzed  in  the  EIS  and  was  the 
best  information  available  at  the  time;  however,  it  is 
the  intent  of  the  Bureau  to  gather  additional  range- 
land  data  via  monitoring  prior  to  initiating  adjust- 
ments. Grazing  adjustments,  if  required,  will  be 
based  upon  reliable  vegetation  monitoring  studies. 
These  studies  will  be  obtained  from  an  intensive, 
coordinated  monitoring  effort  involving  all  affected 
interest  groups  (Coordinated  Resource  Manage- 
ment and  Planning).  Pending  this  data  collection, 


livestock  and  wild  horse  use  may  continue  at  ap- 
proximately current  levels,  except  where  agree- 
ments are  reached  with  livestock  users  and/or  wild 
horse  and  burrojnterests. 

Coordinated  Resource  Management  and  Plan- 
ning (CRMP)  is  a  process  that  brings  together  all 
interests  concerned  with  the  management  of  re- 
sources in  a  given  local  area:  landowners,  land 
management  agencies,  users,  wildlife  groups,  wild 
horse  groups,  conservation  organizations,  etc. 

The  CRMP  process  would  not  necessarily  require 
participation  by  the  formal  CRMP  committee.  The 
process  may  be  accomplished  in  a  more  informal 
manner,  initiated  by  either  the  BLM  or  the  range 
user.  Regardless  of  the  approach,  all  affected  inter- 
ests will  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  actively  par- 
ticipate in  the  process. 

Prior  to  initiating  grazing  adjustments  the  Bureau, 
within  the  framework  of  the  Management  Frame- 
work Plan  and  CRMP,  will  consider  the  specific 
management  objectives  for  the  allotment  and  other 
resource  values  (e.g.,  riparian  zones,  water  quality, 
wildlife,  recreation,  wild  horses  and  burros,  live- 
stock) to  be  evaluated  to  determine  progress  in 
meeting  those  objectives.  Changes  in  the  resource 
values  may  warrant  a  modification  of  the  scheduled 
adjustments.  Other  information  necessary  to  set 
forth  actions  required  to  achieve  the  resource  man- 
agement objectives  for  the  allotment  may  also  be 
considered.  These  objectives  will  indicate  the  inten- 
sity and  types  of  monitoring  that  will  be  required  in 
each  allotment;  however,  as  a  minimum,  studies  will 
include  rangeland  condition,  trend,  utilization,  actual 
use  and  climate  data. 

Monitoring  of  key  management  species  in  key 
and/or  critical  management  areas  will  be  based  on 
and  tailored  to  the  preliminary  management  objec- 
tives for  the  allotments. 

If  monitoring  and  evaluation  procedures  deter- 
mine that  management  objectives  are  not  being 
achieved,  management  modifications  will  be  made 
that  may  include,  but  are  not  necessarily  limited  to, 
period  of  use,  livestock  and/or  wild  horse  and  burro 
numbers,  management  intensity,  grazing  system, 
range  improvement,  or  any  combination  of  revisions 
in  order  to  attain  management  objectives. 


SUMMARY  OF  IMPACTS 


The  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives,  in- 
cluding the  proposed  action,  as  discussed  in  Chap- 
ter 3  are  shown  in  comparative  form  (Summary 


iii 


Table  1).  This  tabie  outlines  the  issues  and  pro- 
vides a  basis  for  public  review  and  a  basis  fo' 
making  a  choice  among  options  by  the  decision 
maker. 

Impacts  or  changes  resulting  from  various  pro- 
posed actions  on  the  area's  people,  animals  or  re- 
sources are  discussed.  Impacts  may  be  considered 
significant  or  not  significant,  depending  on  the 
amount  or  type  of  change  caused  by  the  proposals 
(see  DEIS  Chapter  3, Introduction).  Also,  significant 
impacts  are  determined  to  be  beneficial  (good)  or 
adverse  (bad). 

Different  periods  of  time  are  used  in  the  analysis 
of  impacts-short  term  (1991)  and  long  term  (2024). 
The  decisions  for  action  are  scheduled  for  1982; 
then  seven  years  are  allowed  for  the  BLM  to  imple- 
ment range  improvements  and  land  treatments. 
The  two  years  until  1991  (short  term)  are  for  the 
land  treatments  to  become  fully  effective.  The  long- 
term  date  (2024)  is  35  years  after  implementation 
(1989).  (See  Summary  Figure  2.) 

Summary  Table  5  shows  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  general  planning  objectives  presented  in 
Chapter  1  of  the  DEIS,  and  how  well  each  alterna- 
tive meets  those  objectives. 

AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY 

The  scoping  process,  as  a  part  of  the  BLM  plan- 
ning system,  is  designed  to  inform  the  public  about 
the  area  manager's  land  use  recommendations  and 
to  collect  questions  and  comments  from  land  users 
and  other  interested  persons. 

Early  in  1980  the  Paradise-Denio's  scoping  meet- 
ings brought  in  23  letters  with  comments  and  ques- 
tions indicating  the  following  areas  of  concern: 

VEGETATION 

Survey  Methodology 

Present  Condition  &  Trend 

Use  and  Management  of  Annual  Vegetation 

Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs) 

Proper  Period-of-use 

Vegetation  Changes 

Grasshoppers 

Ground  Squirrels 

Selective  Production  Improvement 

Introduction  of  New  Species 

WATER  RESOURCES 

Weather  modification 


SCMLy 

Soil  Development 
Productivity 

RECREATION 

Camp  site  areas 

All  of  the  above  were  considered  in  the  analysis 
process  and  considered  in  the  EIS. 

Specific  comments  included:  (1)  all  the  proposed 
alternatives  were  unrealistic,  (2)  Alternative  E  (to 
reduce  livestock  grazing  40-50  percent  below  the 
level  of  the  Proposed  Action)  was  unnecessary  be- 
cause the  Proposed  Action  cuts  were  substantial, 
(3)  Alternative  F  (elimination  or  adjustment  of  allot- 
ment boundaries  or  equal  grazing  reductions  for  all 
users)  was  impractical  and  unworkable  and  (4)  co- 
ordinated resource  management  and  planning 
should  be  used  when  implementing  decisions. 

These  comments  influenced  the  scope  of  the 
EIS.  Alternative  E  was  dropped  because  it  was  con- 
sidered unrealistic  and  Alternative  F  because  it  was 
unworkable. 

The  allocation  of  vegetation:  respondents  ques- 
tioned the  validity  of  the  range  survey,  the  reasons 
for  the  current  survey  allocating  only  120,000 
animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  whereas  the  1868 
survey  had  allocated  more  than  twice  that  number, 
and  disapproved  of  period-of-use,  key  species  and 
suitability  criteria.  One  person  wrote  that  the  alloca- 
tion of  vegetation  was  disproportionate  and  that  at 
least  half  of  the  vegetation  should  go  to  wildlife  and 
wild  horses. 

The  Winnemucca  District  is  obligated  by  law  and 
BLM  Directives  to  allocate  only  the  amount  of  avail- 
able vegetation,  and  to  allocate  vegetation  to  wild- 
life and  wild  horses. 

Wild  horse  management  comments  included:  a 
wild  horse  area  separate  from  the  rest  of  the  area 
would  be  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  a  separate 
wild  horse  area  meant  that  the  BLM  was  catering 
to  the  stockmen  and  disagreement  with  the  remov- 
al of  cattle  from  the  proposed  wild  horse  area. 

Range  improvement  comments  varied  from  the 
one  which  asked  for  more  seedings,  sprayings  and 
burnings  than  the  maximizing  livestock  alternative 
proposed  to  some  which  questioned  the  need  for 
the  improvements  listed  in  the  proposed  action. 
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Disregarding  costs,  all  potentially  feasible  sites 
for  seeding,  spraying  and  burning  have  been  stud- 
ied for  the  maximum  livestock  alternative.  The  pro- 
posed action  includes  only  those  sites  on  which  the 
improvements  are  economically  feasible. 

Economic  and  social  issues'  comments  showed 
fear  of  regional  and  economic  losses  because  of 
the  proposed  grazing  cuts  and  also  the  loss  of  a 
unique  culture  if  ranchers  are  forced  to  sell  their 
ranches  and  move  away. 

Both  economic  and  social  issues  are  addressed 
in  this  EIS. 

One  person  wrote  that  livestock  reductions  would 
make  ranching  uneconomical  and,  therefore,  even- 
tually nonexistent.  The  results  would  then  be  cata- 
strophic because:  (1)  fire  control  would  be  difficult, 
(2)  populations  of  insects  and  small  mammals 
would  become  unmanageable  and  (3)  fish  and  wild- 
life populations  would  be  seriously  reduced. 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1 
SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OP  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Proposed 
Action 


WATER  QUALITY: 
Adverae  impact ; 

13  streams  exceed 
turbidity  standards, 
and  14  streams 
exceed  temperature 
standards 


No 

Livestock 

Grazing 


No 

Action 


Beneficial  impact! 

streams  and 
reservoirs 
previously  impacted 


WATER  RESOURCES 

Same  as  proposed 
action  except 
adverae  impact : 

Onion  Valley 
Reservoir,  which 
would  exceed 
turbidity  standards 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Livestock  Reduction/ 

Maximizing  Wild  Horses 

and  Burros 


Same  as  proposed 
action  except 
adverse  impact : 

Onion  Valley 
Reservoir  which 
would  exceed 
turbidity  standards 


Same  as  proposed  action 
except  adverse  impact: 

Onion  Valley  Reservoir 
which  would  exceed 
turbidity  standards 


VEGETATION 


Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

4%  ( 167,278  acres) 
in  good  condition 

9%  more  (313,672 
acres)  in  fair 
condition 

13%  less  (480,950 
acres)  in  poor 
condition 

86%  (91, 117  AUMs) 
increase  in 
available  vegetation 

Adverse  impact : 

continued 
degradation  of 
riparian  areas  and 
aspen  stands 


Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

13%  more  (501,596 
acres)  in  good 
condition 

3%  more  ( 103, 123 

acres  in  fair 
condition 

16%  less  (604,719 
acres)  in  poor 
condition 

27%  (26,013  AUMs) 
increase  in 
available  vegetation 

riparian  areas  and 
aspen  stands 


Long-term  adverse 
impacts : 

3%  less  (94,207 
acres)  in  good 
condition 

9%  less  (359, 144)  in 
fair  condition 

12%  more  in  poor 
condition 

47%  decrease  in 
available  vegetation 

continued 
degradation  of 
riparian  areas  and 
aspen  stands 


Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

condition  class 
changes  are  the  same 
as  the  proposed 
action 

120%  ( 128,298  AUMs) 
increase  in 
available  vegetation 

Adverse  impact : 

continued 
degradation  of 
riparian  areas  and 
aspen  stands 


Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

condition  class 
changes  are  the  same 
as  the  proposed  action 

76%  (72,283  AUMs) 
increase  in  available 
vegetation 

to  riparian  areas  in 
herd  management  areas 

Adverse  impact: 

continued  degradation 
of  riparian  areas  and 
aspen  stands 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1  -  Continued 
SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Proposed 
Action 


Ho 

Livestock 

Grazing 


Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

increase  of  194 
antelope 

vegetation  for  753 
bighorn  sheep 

50%  increase  in  sage 
grouse  and  quail 

overall  increase  in 
nongame  bird  numbers 

Adverse  impact: 

mule  deer  reduced  by 
730 


Adverse  impact: 

17  streams 

Beneficial  impacts : 

Onion  Valley 
Reservoir 

3  streams 


Beneficial  impact: 

same  as  the  proposed 
action 

Adverse  impact: 

mule  deer  reduced  by 
549 


Beneficial  impacts: 

Onion  Valley 
Reservoir 

20  streams 


No 
Action 


WILDLIFE 

Long-term  adverse 
impacts : 

reduce  mule  deer  by 
3,544 

reduce  antelope  by 

357 

cancel 

reintroduction  of 
bighorn  sheep 

reduce  sage  grouse 
and  nongame  birds 


AQUATIC  HABITAT 

Adverse  impacts : 

18  streams 

Onion  Valley 
Reservoir 

Beneficial  impact : 

2  streams 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Livestock  Reduction/ 

Maximizing  Wild  Horses 

and  Burros 


Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

increase  in  157 
antelope 

vegetation  for  753 
bighorn  sheep 

50%  increase  in  sage 
grouse  and  quail 

overall  increase  in 
nongame  bird  numbers 

Adverse  impact: 

mule  deer  reduced 
by  1,135 


Adverse  impacts: 

17  streams 

Onion  Valley 
Reservoir 

Beneficial  impact : 

3  streams 


Beneficial  impact: 

same  as  the  proposed 
action 

Adverse  impact: 

mule  deer  reduced  by 
765 


Adverse  impacts : 

16  stre&ms 

Onion  Valley  Reservoir 
Beneficial  impact: 

4  streams 


i 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1  -  Continued 

SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 

PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Proposed 
Action 


No 

Livestock 

Grazing 


No 
Action 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Livestock  Reduction/ 

Maximizing  Wild  Horses 

and  Burros 


WILD  HORSE  AND  BURRO 


Adverse  impacts: 

horses  restricted  to 
one  area 

reduction  of  wild 
horses  and  burros 
from  2495  to  386 

8%  death  loss  caused 
by  gathering 

loss  of  some  traits 

change  in  herd 
viability 

Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

fences  would  be 
removed  to  allow 
free  roaming  of 
horses 

horse  health  and 
vigor  would  improve 


Adverse  impacts : 

reduction  of  wild 
horses  and  burros 
from  2495  to  700 

8%  death  loss  caused 
by  gathering 

loss  of  some  traits 

change  in  herd 
viability 

Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

6  wild  horse  and 
burro  areas 

health  and  vigor 
would  improve 

fences  would  be 
removed  to  allow 
free  roaming  of 
horses 


Adverse  impacts : 

the  health  and  vigor 
of  horses 

fences  which  impede 
the  free  roaming 
nature  of  horses 
would  not  be  removed 

8%  death  loss  caused 
by  gathering 

Beneficial  impacts : 

13  wild  horse  and 
burro  areas 

little  change  in 
herd  viability 

less  chance  of  loss 
of  traits 

horse  numbers  remain 
at  2495 


Impacts  are  the  same 
as  the  proposed 
action 


Impacts  are  the  same  as 
the  no  livestock 
grazing  alternative 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1  -  Continued 

SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 

PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Proposed 
Action 


No 
Livestock 
Grazing 


No 
Action 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Livestock  Reduction/ 

Maximizing  Wild  Horses 

and  Burros 


VISUAL  RESOURCES 


Adverse  impact: 


No  impacts 


No  impacts 


Adverse  impacts: 


Same  as  proposed  action 


could  be  caused  by 
42,954  acres  of 
seedings 


could  be  caused  by 
42,954  acres  seeding 
and  780  acres  of 
sagebrush  control 
near  Onion  Valley 
Reservoir 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


Adverse  impacts : 

trampling  damage 
from  livestock,  wild 
horses  and  burros 


Adverse  impact : 

wild  horse  trampling 
damage 


Adverse  impacts : 

trampling  damage 
from  livestock,  wild 
horses  and  burros 


Same  as  proposed 
action 


Same  as  proposed  action 


grazing-related 
erosion 


grazing-related 
erosion 


construction  of 
livestock  support 
facilities 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1  -  Continued 
SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Proposed 
Action 


No 

Livestock 

Grazing 


No 

Action 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Livestock  Reduction/ 

Maximizing  Wild  Horses 

and  Burros 


Long-term  adverse 
impacts : 

in  general,  wildlife 
numbers  would  not 
meet  hunting  demand 

stream  fishing  would 
not  increase  in 
quality  and 
therefore  would  not 
meet  demand 

Beneficial  impact: 

the  fencing  of  Onion 
Valley  Reservoir 


Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

fishing  and 
recreation  at  Onion 
Valley  Reservoir 

fishing  in  20 
streams  would 
improve,  and  would 
meet  demand 

Long-term  adverse 
impact : 

wildlife  numbers 
would  increase  but 
they  would  not  meet 
demand 


RECREATION 

Adverse  impacts : 

similar  to  proposed 
action  except: 

Onion  Valley 
Reservoir  would  not 
be  fenced 


Adverse  impacts: 

similar  to  proposed 
action  except: 

Onion  Valley 
Reservoir  would  not 
be  fenced 


Adverse  impacts: 

similar  to  proposed 
action  except: 

Onion  Valley  Reservoir 
would  not  be  fenced 


Proposed 
Action 


Adverse  impacts: 

initial  allocation 
(1982)  101,689  AUMs 

short  term  (1991) 
161,893  AUMs 

(See  Summary  Figure 
1  for  comparison  of 
allocations) 

Long-term  beneficial 
impact : 

increasing  calf 
crop,  and  higher 
weaning  weights 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1  -  Continued 
SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


No 

Livestock 
Grazing 


Adverse  impact : 

there i would  be  no 
livestock  grazing 

(See  Summary  Figure 
1  for  comparison  of 
allocations) 


No 
Action 


LIVESTOCK 

Adverse  impacts : 

weaning  weights 

calf  and  lamb  crops 

increase  in  death 
loss 

(See  Summary  Figure 
1  for  comparison  of 
allocations) 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Adverse  impacts : 

initial  allocation 
(1982)  101,888  AUMs 

Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

long-term  allocation 
(2024)  228,092  AUMs 

(See  Summary  Figure 
1  for  comparison  of 
allocations 

increasing  calf 
crop,  and  higher 
weaning  weights 


Livestock  Reduction/ 

Maximizing  wild  Horses 

and  Burros 


Adverse  impacts : 

initial  allocation 
(1982)  86,677  AUMs 

short  term  (1991) 
134,226  AUMs 

long  term  (2024) 
150,064  AUMs 

(See  Summary  Figure  1 
for  comparison  of 
allocations) 

Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

increasing  calf  crop 
and  higher  weaning 
weights 


ECONOMICS 


See  Summary  Table  2 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1  -  Continued 
SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Proposed 
Action 


No 

Livestock 

Grazing 


Impacts  to  Ranching  Community 


Short-term  adverse 
impacts : 

ranchers  would  be 
required  to  alter 
historic  management 
patterns,  forego 
economic  gain  and  in 
extreme  cases  may  be 
displaced 

historic  character 
of  community  may  be 
altered 

increased  alienation 
from  Federal 
Government ; 
resentment  of  the 
Federal  Government 
may  dissipate  in  the 
long  term 


Short-  and  long-term 
adverse  impacts: 

may  leave  livestock 
industry  and  may 
relocate  elsewhere 

some  ranchers/ ranch 
hands  may  be  forced 
into 

non-agricultural 
jobs 

historic  character 
of  community  may  be 
altered 

intense  State-wide 
rancher  resentment 
of  Federal 
Government 

more  active  support 
for  State  seizure  of 
public  lands 


No 
Action 


SOCIOLOGY 


Long-term  adverse 
impacts : 

continued  absence  of 
range  improvements 
would  frustrate 
attempts  at 
long-range 
management  of 
operations 

initial  sense  of 
relief;  possible 
frustration  in 
future  with  lack  of 
any  new  range 
developments 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Livestock  Reduction/ 

Maximizing  Wild  Horses 

and  Burros 


In  short  term,  same 
as  proposed  action. 

Long-term  beneficial 
impacts : 

with  increases  in 
AUMs  would  improve 
ranchers'  ability  to 
maintain  preferred 
lifestyle 


Same  as  proposed  action 
except  for  some 
resentment  from  losing 
AUMs  to  wild  horses 


SUMMARY  TABLE  1  -  Continued 

SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 

PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Proposed 
Action 


No 
Livestock 
Grazing 


No 

Action 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Livestock  Reduction/ 

Maximizing  Wild  Horses 

and  Burros 


State  and  National  Impacts 

Wildlife  Interests' 

Group  Attitudes 


Approve  of  increases 
in  antelope  but  not 
of  decrease  in  mule 
deer  numbers  or  lack 
of  improvement  in 
riparian  habitat 

Continued  resentment 
at  disproportionate 
number  of  livestock 
on  public  lands 


Same  as  proposed 
action 

Those  members 
favoring  balanced  use 
of  public  domain 
would  oppose 


SOCIOLOGY  (continuation! 


Continued  resentment 
at  disproportionate 
number  of  livestock 
on  public  lands 

Would  disapprove  of 
long-term  reductions 
in  mule  deer  and 
antelope,  and  lack  of 
improvement  in 
riparian  habitat 


Same  as  proposed 
action 


Same  as  proposed  action 


Protectionist  Group 
Attitudes 


Groups  would 
disapprove  of  removal 
of  burros  and 
confinement  of  wild 
horses  to  single  area 

Would  approve  of 
fence  removals  and 
withdrawal  of  horses 
from  checkerboard 
lands 


Would  not  be 
supported  by  wild 
horse  protectionists 
who  favor  balanced 
use  of  public  domain 
vegetation  resources 

Other  wild  horse 
protectionists  may 
support 


Groups  would  not 
endorse  this 
alternative  as  they 
feel  number  of  all 
grazing  animals  on 
public  lands  should 
be  reduced  to  reverse 
range  deterioration 


Same  as  proposed 
action 


Would  be  closest  to 
ideal  for  some  members 
but  opposed  by  most  who 
favor  more  integrated 
use  of  public  lands  by 
all  grazing  animals  in 
their  natural 
environment 


< 


SUMMARY  TABLE  2 
SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS  a/ 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Alternatives 


Proposed  Action 
County  Sales  ($) 
County  Income  ( $ ) 
County  Employment  (FTE) 
Rancher  Wealth  ( $ ) 

No  Livestock  Grazing  d/ 
County  Sales  ($) 
County  Income  ( $ ) 
County  Employment  (FTE) 
Rancher  Wealth  ($) 

No  Action  Alternative 

Maximizing  Livestock 
County  Sales  ( S ) 
County  Income  ( $ ) 
County  Employment  (FTE) 
Rancher  Wealth  ( S ) 


c/ 


Initial  Impacts 


Long-Term  Impacts 


Impact 


Percent  of 
1978  Total  b/ 


Impact 


Percent  of 
1978  Total  b/ 


-3,333,000 

-312,000 

-87 

-6,208,000 


-13,596,000 

-1,836,000 

-387 

-11,293,000 


1.7 

-2,527,000 

0.7 

-311,000 

2.0 

-70 

55.0 

-1,759,000 

7.0 

4.0 

10.0 

100.0 

1.3 

0.7 
1.6 
1.6 


No  Significant  Economic  Impacts  Would  Be  Expected  From  This  Alternative. 


-3,125,000 

-271,000 

-82 

-6, 148,000 


1  .6 

0.6 

1  .9 

55.0 


-2,579,000 
-321,000 

-72 


1.3 
0.7 
1.6 


Livestock  Reduction/Maximizing 

Wild  Horses  and  Burros 

County  Sales  ($)  -4,399,000 

County  Income  ($)  -450,000 

County  Employment  (FTE)  -117 

Rancher  Wealth  ($)  -6,950,000 


2.3 

1.0 

2.7 

62.0 


-2,580,000 

-320,000 

-71 

-3,800,000 


1.3 

0.7 

1.6 

34.0 


a/   All  impacts  represent  adverse  impacts. 

b/   The  percent  impact  on  rancher  wealth  indicated  in  the  "Percent  of  1978  Total"  column  represents  the 

change  in  percent  of  contribution  of  BLM  AUMs  to  rancher  wealth. 
c/   An  FTE  denotes  a  full  time  equivalent  unit  of  employment.   A  full  time  equivalent  represents  a  2000 

hour  work  year, 
d/   Long-term  impacts  of  the  no  livestock  grazing  alternative  are  similar  to  the  initial  impacts. 

Source:   U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Winnemucca  District, 
Paradise-Denio  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Team,  1980. 


SUMMARY    FIGURE  I 
VEGETATION   ALLOCATION 
PROGRAM    (AUMs) 
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SUMMARY  TABLE  3 
PROPOSED  LEVELS  OF  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  a/ 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Type  of  Action 


Intensive  Management  a/ 
Allotments        Acres 


Less  Intensive  Management  c/ 
Allotments        Acres 


No  Livestock  Grazing 


Allotments 


Acres 


Proposed  Action 

No  Livestock  Grazing 

No  Action 

Maximizing  Livestock 

Livestock  Reduction/ 
Maximizing  Wild 
Horse  and  Burro 


57 

34 
64 

54 


2,984,780 

1,615,607 
3,381,436 

2,232,720 


30 


184,073  d/ 


1,779,818 


3 

65 

1 

1 


433.393  a/ 
3,602,246 
206,821 
220,810 


759,037  e/ 


670,489  e/ 


a/  Twelve  allotments  not  listea  here,  with  a  total  of  126,368  acres,  lie  within  the  Winnemucca  District 

bounaary  but  are  aaministerea  by  another  district  or  state.   The  administering  entity  will  determine 

management  levels  in  accordance  with  existing  inter-district  agreements, 
b/   Those  allotments  that  would  have  a  specified  grazing  system  under  an  allotment  management  plan  (AMP), 
c/  Those  allotments  that  would  not  have  an  allotment  management  plan. 
d/   In  the  long  term  (2024)  no  livestock  grazing  category  will  decrease  to  two  allotments  and  429,631  acres. 

The  less  intensive  management  category  will  increase  to  six  allotments  and  187,835  acres, 
e/   In  the  long  term  (2024)  no  livestock  grazing  category  will  decrease  to  three  allotments  and  606,72  7  acre: 

The  less  intensive  management  category  will  increase  to  eight  allotments  and  762,799  acres. 

Source:   U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Lana  Management,  Winnemucca  District,  Paradise-Denio 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  Team  1980. 


X 
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SUMMARY  TABLE  4 
LIVESTOCK  SUPPORT  FACILITIES 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Alternative 


Proposed   Facilities 


Pipelines 
Wells  (miles)  Reservoirs         Springs         Troughs 


Fences 
(miles) 


Land  Treatments 


Cattle- 
guards 


Sagebrush 
Control 


Prescribed 

Burnino 


Removal 

Fence 
Removal 
(miles ) 


Estimated 

Cost 
(Dollars) 


Proposed    Action  tfl 

No  Livestock  Grazina  0 

No  Action  0 

Maximizing  Livestock  IP. 

Livestock  Reduction/  18 
Maximizing  Wild 
Horses  a  Burros 


5.5 

0 

0 
5.5 
5.5 


24 

0 

0 

24 

24 


247.5 

0 

0 
277.5 
195.0 


10 
0 
0 

10 
9 


236,068 
100,973 


175,031 
99,246 


0 
0 

33,962 
0 


9,000,928 
0 
0 
13,89(1,510 
7,436,218 


Existing  Situation 


121 ,643 


Source:   U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Winnemucca  District,  Paradise  and  Denio  Unit  Resource  Analyses  (1979)  and 
Paradise-Denio  Environmental  Impact  Statement  "earn,  compiled  from  Chapter  1  (1980). 


SUMMARY  FIGURE  2 
TIME  FRAMES 
PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 


MANAGEMENT  AND  PLANNING 
IMPLEMENTATION 


BECOME  FULLY 
PRODUCTIVE 


TIME  NECESSARY  FOR  CHANGES 
IN  VEGETATION  CONDITION  AND  PRODUCTION 


©PREPARATION 
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>  DECISIONS  MADE 
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H r 


1989 
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1985 


WILD  HORSE  a  BURRO  REDUCTION 
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SHORT  TERM 


1991 


» 


1991 


2024 


LONG  TERM 


1 

2024 


SOURCE:    U.S.D.I.,  B.L.M.,  PARADISE  — DENIO  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


SUMMARY  TABLE  5 
RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  GENERAL  OBJECTIVES  AND  THE  ALTERNATIVES  a/ 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


General  Objectives 


( 1  )  Improve  habitat  and  foraoe  for 
livestock,  wildlife,  and  wild  horses  by 
allocation  or  available  vegetation  within 
the  productive  capability  of  the  vegetation 
resource . 


Proposed 
Action 


Meets 
objective 


No  Livestock 
Grazing 


Meets 
objective 


No 

Action 


Maximizing 
Livestock 


Does  not  meet 
objective 


Meets 
objective 


Livestock 

Reduction/ 

Maximizing  Wild 

Horse  &  Burro 


Meets  objective 


(2)  Improve  the  vegetation  resource  by 
establishment  of  proper  periods-of-use  by 
livestock,  by  allotment,  to  meet  the 
physiological  needs  of  key  management 
species . 


Meets 
objective 


Meets 
objective 


Does  not  meet 
objective 


Meets 
objective 


Meets  objective 


(3)  Reduce  soil  erosion  and  enhance  Meets 

watershed  values  by  increasing  around  cover    objective 
and  litter. 


Meets 
objective 


Does  not  meet 
objective 


Meets 
objective 


Meets  objective 


(4)  Improve  the  health  and  productivity  of     Meets  Meets 

wild  horse  herds  by  managing  wild  horse        objective        objective 
numbers  and  by  improving  forage  condition. 


Does  not  meet 
objective 


Meets 
objective 


Meets  objective 


(5)  Enhance  recreation  values  by  increasing 
wildlife  numbers  through  improved  habitat 
condition. 


All  wildlife 
except  mule 
deer  meet 
objective; 
Mule  deer  do 
not  meet 
objective 


All  wildlife 
except  mule 
deer  meet 
objective ; 
Mule  deer  do 
not  meet 
objective 


All  wildlife 
do  not  meet 
objective 


All  wildlife 
except  mule 
deer  meet 
objective; 
Mule  deer  do 
not  meet 
objective 


All  wildlife 
except  mule  deer 
meet  objective; 
Mule  deer  do  not 
meet  objective 


(6)  Provide  suitable  habitat  for  the 
reintroduction  of  bighorn  sheep  into  areas 
where  they  once  lived. 

(7)  Improve  the  quality  of  the  recreation 
experience  in  the  Onion  Valley  Reservoir 
Area. 


Meets 
objective 


Meets 
objective 


Meets 
objective 


Meets 
objective 


Does  not  meet    Meets 
objective        objective 


Meets  objective 


Does  not  meet    Does  not  meet    Does  not  meet 
objective        objective        objective 


X 

X 


(8)  Improve  and  maintain  the  condition  of 
the  riparian  and  stream  habitat. 


Does  not  meet    Meets  Does  not  meet    Does  not  meet    Does  not  meet 

objective        objective        objective        objective        objective 


a/  The  general  objectives  are  found  at  the  beginning  of  Chapter  1 . 

Source:   U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Winnemucca  District,  Paradise-Denio  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  Team,  1980. 
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ERRATA 


ERRATA 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


The  order  of  pages  in  the  DEIS  was  partly  re- 
versed. The  pages  xix  thru  xxiii  are  correct.  Next  is 
the  last  page  numbered  xxxiii,  and  then  backward 
through  the  pages  numbered  xxxii,  xxxi,  xxx,  xxix, 
xxviii,  xxvii,  xxvi,  xxv  and  xxiv  which  should  have 
been  the  last  page  of  the  Table  of  Contents.  The 
Bureau  regrets  any  inconvenience  to  readers  be- 
cause of  this  mix-up. 


CHAPTER  1 


The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  under 
the  LIVESTOCK  SUPPORT  FACILITIES  on  DEIS 
page  1-11  is  changed  to  read  "It  is  anticipated  that 
big  sagebrush  would  be  controlled  on  approximate- 
ly 140,783  acres  to  release  understory  perennial 
grasses  from  competition  with  these  shrubs." 

In  Tables  1-5,  1-17,  and  1-20,  DEIS  pages  1-12, 
1-29  and  1-35,  respectively,  Footnote  "a"  is 
changed  to  read: 

"While  a  comprehensive  benefit/cost  analysis 
on  each  proposed  range  improvement  is 
beyond  the  intent  of  this  document,  it  is  the 
policy  of  the  Bureau  to  construct  all  improve- 
ments on  the  basis  of  multiple  use.  The  devel- 
opment of  these  facilities  are  required  to  sup- 
port the  proposed  livestock  grazing  program, 
however,  where  other  resource  values  (wildlife, 
wild  horses  and  burros)  exist  the  projects  will 
be  designed  to  benefit  all  uses. 

On  the  Land  Status  and  the  Range  Facilities  and 
Land  Treatments  -  Existing  Maps  the  term  "Nation- 
al Resource  Land"  should  be  "Public  Land". 


CHAPTER  2 


After  the  fourth  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph 
under  SENSITIVE  PLANTS  on  DEIS  page  2-6  add 
"A  revised  'Notice  of  Review'  was  published  by  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  December  15, 
1980,  in  the  Federal  Register,  giving  those  plants 
recommended  for  federal  listing.  A  draft  of  this  was 
used  at  the  November  20-21,  1980,  Nevada  Threat- 
ened and  Endangered  Plant  Workshop  in  Reno. 
The  results  of  this  workshop,  therefore,  provide  the 
most  current  recommendations  for  Nevada  Sensi- 
tive Plants.  The  Threatened  and  Endangered  Plants 


of  Nevada:  An  Illustrated  Manual  describes  the 
sensitive  plants  of  Nevada  and  discusses  habitat 
and  threats  to  the  species." 

Several  additions  have  been  made  to  Table  2-3 
in  the  DEIS.  See  Table  2-3  in  the  FEIS. 

On  the  Vegetative  Types  Map  the  term  "008 
Barren"  should  be  "008  Other." 

On  Big  Game  Use  Areas  -  Antelope  and  Bighorn 
Sheep  Map  the  term  "Yearlong"  under  the  heading 
of  Bighorn  Sheep  is  changed  to  read  "Potential 
Yearlong." 


CHAPTER3 


The  third  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  under 
SOILS  on  DEIS  page  3-5  is  changed  to  read 
"Range  treatments  which  include  seeding  and 
sagebrush"  control  are  proposed  for  approximately 
255,016  acres  or  six  percent  of  the  area." 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on 
DEIS  page  3-13  is  changed  to  read  "An  increase  of 
this  significance  would  result  in  more  ground  cover, 
reduced  erosion,  increased  vigor  in  key  manage- 
ment species  and  eventually  increased  numbers  in 
livestock,  wild  horses  and  wildlife  (professional 
opinion  of  EIS  Team  range  conservationist)  (Table 
1-2)." 

The  first  and  second  sentence  of  the  first  para- 
graph under  SENSITIVE  PLANTS  on  DEIS  page  3- 
17  is  changed  to  read  "Five  plants  on  the  Paradise- 
Denio  Resource  Area  are  candidate  species  for 
threatened  or  endangered  status.  In  addition,  there 
are  seven  other  plants  listed  as  species  of  special 
concern  and  one  now  listed  as  endangered  (Table 
2-3)." 

The  second  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  of  1) 
under  MULE  DEER  on  DEIS  page  3-19,  is  changed 
to  read  "Available  vegetation  would  be  allocated  up 
to  carrying  capacity  under  this  proposal,  but  would 
not  meet  the  forage  demand  of  existing  numbers 
area  wide." 

The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  of  1) 
under  MULE  DEER  on  DEIS  page  3-19  is  changed 
to  read  "The  allocation  would  bring  the  total  forage 
demand  more  closely  in  balance  with  the  vegeta- 
tion resource." 

The  first  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  under 
SOILS  on  DEIS  page  3-73  is  changed  to  read  "This 
alternative   involves   236,068   acres   of   sagebrush 


1 


TABLE  2-3 
SENSITIVE  PLANTS  a/ 
PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Scientific  Name 


Common  Name 


Status  b/ 


Artemisia  packardiae 

Astragalus  alvordensis 

Astragalus  porrectus 

Astragalus  pterocarpus 

Astragalus  solitarius 

Astragalus  yoder-williamsii 

Caulanthus  barnebyi 

Cymopterus  corrugatus 

Eriogonum  anemophilum 

Hackelia  ophiobia 

Oryctes  nevadensis 

Pediocactus  simpsonii 
var.   robustion 

Psorothamnus  kingii 


Packards  wormwood 

Alvord  milkvetch 

Lahontan  milkvetch 

Winged  milkvetch 

Solitary  milkvetch 

Osgood  Mountains  milkvetch 

Barnebys  wildcabbage 

Corrugated  cymopterus 

Wind-loving  buckwheat 

Owyhee  River  stickseed 

Nevada  digger 

Robust  Simpsons  hedgehog  cactus 

King's    indigo   bush 


S 

S 
T 
S 
E 
OE 
T 
S 
S 
E 
T 
S 


a/  Current  as  of  November  20-21,  1980  Nevada  Threatened  and  Endangered  Workshop. 

b/  OE:  Officially  listed  as  endangered  in  Federal  Register,  August  13,  1980  for  a 
240  day  period  under  an  emergency  listing  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

The  following  indicate  tentative  status  as  recommended  at  the  November  2,  1979, 

T/E  Plant  Workshop  and  by  Mozingo  and  Williams  1980: 

E:   Endangered 

T:   Threatened 

S:   Species  of  Special  Concern 

Sources:  Mozingo  and  Williams  1980;  Pinzel  1978;  Pinzel  1979;  and  Yoder-Williams, 
BLM  Botanist,  Winnemucca  District,  personal  communication,  1980. 


control  and  175,031  acres  of  seeding,  plus  33,962 
acres  of  controlled  burning." 

The  second  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph 
under  SOILS  on  DEIS  page  3-73  is  changed  to 
read  "The  short-term  yield  of  3.55  tons/acre/year 
is  expected  to  continue  for  three  to  four  years  after 
burning  and  would  affect  only  33,962  acres  (.78 
percent  of  the  area)." 

The  first  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  under 
SOILS  on  DEIS  page  3-88  is  changed  to  read  "The 
alternative  is  essentially  the  same  as  the  proposed 
action  with  the  exception  that  54,530  acres  of  sa- 
gebrush control  and  seeding  would  be  omitted." 


CHAPTER  4 


Gerald  Smith  -  partially  responsible  for  vegetation 
and  livestock  sections. 

B.S.  (1976)  Renewable  Natural  Resources  - 
Range  Management  and  Forestry  from  the  Uni- 
versity of  Nevada  at  Reno. 
Experience:  five  years  as  range  conservationist 
with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  the 
Winnemucca  District. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


On  DEIS  page  8-2,  the  seventh  and  eighth  refer- 
ences in  column  two,  the  name  "Pinzel"  is 
changed  to  read  "Pinzl." 

On  DEIS  page  8-4,  the  fourth  from  last  reference 
in  column  one  should  have  the  word  "Proposed" 
deleted  from  the  title. 


APPENDIX  B 

SECTION  2 

TABLE  B-4 

LIVESTOCK  SUPPORT  FACILITIES  -  PROJECT  DISTURBANCE  TOTALS 

PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA 


Project  Type 


Proposed  Action 


Maximizina  Livestock 


Short-term  Long-term 

Acre         Acre 
Disturbance    Disturbance 


Units 


Short-term  Long-term 

Acre  Acre 

Disturbance        Disturbance 


Livestock    Reduction.' 

Maximizing  Wild   Horse   and   Burro 

Short-term  Long-term 

Acre  Acre 

Units  Disturbance        Disturbance 


Sagebrush   Control         4140, '783.0   ac 

Seeding 

Prescribed   Burning 

Earthen   Reservoir 

Spring   Development 

Hells 

Pipelines 

Fences 

Trouohs 


'783.0  ac. 

140 

783.0 

966.0  ac. 

113 

966.0 

0 

0 

1  ea. 

3.0 

2  ea. 

.5 

18  ea. 

4.5 

5.  5  mi. 

6.9 

246  mi. 

246.0 

24  ea. 

6.0 

0 

236 

068.0  ac. 

236 

068.0 

D 

175 

031.0  ac. 

175 

031.0 

0 

33 

962.0  ac. 

33 

962.0 

3.0 

1  ea. 

3.0 

0 

2  ea. 

.5 

1.5 

18  ea. 

4.5 

0 

5.5  mi. 

6.9 

15.0 

277.5  mi. 

277.5 

6.0 

24  ea. 

6.0 

c 

0 

c 

3.0 
0 

1.5 
0 

17.0 
6.0 


100,973.0    ac. 

99,246.0   ac. 

0 

1  ea. 

2  ea. 
18   ea. 

5.  5  mi 
207  mi. 
24    ea. 


TOTAL 


255,015.9 


25.5 


445,358.9 


27.5 


Acres   of    disturbance   for   range    improvements   were   calculated    using   the    following   estimates: 

Short-term  Lono-term 


reservoir 

spring  development 

well 

pipelines 

fences 

troughs 


3  acres  each 

.25  acres  each 

. 25  acres  each 

1.25  acres/mile 

1.00  acres/mile 

.25  acres  each 


3  acres  each 
0  acres  each 

.08  acres  each 
0  acres/mile 
.06  acres/mile 
.25  acres  each 


100,973.0 
99,246.0 
C 

3.0 
.5 
4.5 
6.9 
207.  0 
6.0 


200,446.9 


G 
0 

C 

3.0 
0 

1.5 
C 
12.  D 
6.0 


22,' 


Source:   U.S.  Department  of  Interior  Division  of  Operations  and  Paradise-Denio  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Team,  1980. 


CHAPTER  5 

PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 


PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 


HISTORY  OF  COORDIi 
EPrORTfe 


Communication  with  public  land  users  and  other 
concerned  people  has  been  an  integral  part  of  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  process,  and 
will  continue  to  be  important  through  the  decision- 
making stage.  Public  participation-both  formal  and 
informal--is  vital  throughout  the  planning,  decision 
and  implementing  processes. 

Since  the  start  of  the  Paradise-Denio  (P-D)  range 
survey  in  1976,  range  users  have  been  invited  to 
learn  about,  participate  in  and  contribute  informa- 
tion to  the  planning  system.  At  the  start  of  the 
range  survey  in  1976  letters  were  sent  to  all  P-D 
permittees,  telling  them  about  the  survey,  asking  for 
their  help  because  of  their  experience  and  knowl- 
edge of  the  area,  and  also  informing  them  about 
the  upcoming  EIS.  When  the  range  survey  was 
continued  into  the  summer  of  1978,  informal  con- 
tacts were  made  by  the  P-D  resource  specialists  to 
again  invite  participation  from  the  area's  ranchers. 

In  October  1978  a  statewide  news  release  an- 
nounced the  due  dates  for  several  EISs,  including 
P-D,  and  explained  why  the  EISs  were  being  writ- 
ten. A  public  meeting,  attended  by  about  100 
people,  was  held  in  February  1979  to  explain  the 
planning  process  and  to  discuss  the  need  for  and 
the  avenues  for  public  participation  during  each 
step  of  the  planning  and  EIS  processes.  More  than 
400  people  received  letters  about  this  meeting  and 
news  releases  were  sent  to  local,  state  and  nation- 
al media,  as  well  as  a  notice  to  the  Federal  Regis- 
ter. 

During  1978  and  1979  Winnemucca  District  per- 
sonnel talked  to  (either  in  person  or  on  the  tele- 
phone) numerous  public  land  users,  as  well  as 
local,  state  and  federal  government  representa- 
tives, about  the  P-D  planning  and  EIS.  Local  con- 
tacts included  civic  groups,  Humboldt  County  Com- 
missioners, Humboldt  County  Planning  Commission, 
local  representatives  of  the  Nevada  State  Depart- 
ments of  Wildlife  and  Highways  and  representatives 
of  other  federal  agencies  such  as  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice and  the  Geological  Survey.  State  and  national 
government  agencies  as  well  as  special  interest 
groups  were  also  contacted.  The  need  for  public 
input-both  facts  and  opinions-was  stressed  during 
these  contacts. 


In  August  1979  each  P-D  grazing  permittee  was 
given,  during  a  private  meeting  between  the  user 
and  a  Paradise-Denio  representative,  the  range 
survey  results  and  also  an  estimate  of  future  AUM 
allocations  on  his  allotment,  based  on  the  results  of 
the  range  survey.  Some  ranchers  returned  with  ad- 
ditional questions  and/or  information  that  conflicted 
with  BLM  records.  All  pertinent  information  was  in- 
corporated and  used  in  subsequent  planning. 

Several  organizations  and  agencies  that  were  in- 
terested in  the  range  survey  and  its  effects  were 
also  told  about  survey  results.  These  groups  includ- 
ed, e.g.,  the  Toiyabe  National  Forest,  the  Nevada 
Cattlemen's  Association,  the  Nevada  State  Depart- 
ment of  Wildlife  and  regional  financial  institutions. 


CONSULTATION  AND 
COORDINATION  EFFORTS  IN 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE 
PROPOSAL 


The  P-D  area  manager's  recommendations  for  a 
land  use  plan  (Management  Framework  Plan,  Step 
ll-MFP  II)  were  announced  in  March  of  1980. 

A  Federal  Register  notice,  a  news  release  and  a 
mailing  of  more  than  500  letters  announced  a 
public  meeting  in  March  at  which  the  MFP  II  recom- 
mendations were  discussed.  About  20  people  rep- 
resenting range  users  and  special  interest  groups 
asked  questions  and  volunteered  comments.  A 
total  of  about  100  people  attended. 

The  scoping  process  for  the  EIS  was  also  de- 
scribed at  the  March  meeting  and  specific  requests 
were  made  for  comments  about  concerns  and 
problems  from  public  land  users.  A  total  of  23  com- 
ments were  received  and  each  one  was  considered 
seriously  and  then  answered.  These  comments,  let- 
ters and  the  BLM  answers  are  included  in  the  final 
scoping  document  (available  at  BLM's  state  office 
in  Reno  and  at  the  Winnemucca  District  office). 

The  EIS  scoping  and  MFP  II  briefings  were  also 
presented  to  the  Humboldt  County  Commissioners, 
the  Nevada  State  Clearinghouse  group  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Nevada  Congressional  delegates 
during  March  1980. 


An  MFP  II  brochure  was  sent  to  all  persons, 
groups  and  government  agencies  who  have  indicat- 
ed an  interest  in  Winnemucca  District  resources. 
The  brochure  outlined  the  planning  and  EIS  proc- 
esses, listed  the  principal  recommendations  of  the 
Paradise-Denio  area  manager,  gave  the  names  of 
District  personnel  to  contact  with  comments  and 
emphasized  the  need  for  public  input.  The  acting 
district  manager,  the  P-D  area  manager  and  the 
planning  and  environmental  coordinator  were  avail- 
able for  one  week  in  April.  Four  permittees  came  in 
to  talk  to  the  area  manager  during  that  week. 

All  P-D  permittees  were  telephoned  or  written  to 
when  the  MFP  II  recommendations  were  available 
and  offered  separate  briefing  sessions.  About  90 
percent  of  the  permittees  responded  by  July  1980. 

In  December  1979,  the  district  economist  asked 
each  permittee  for  information  about  ranch  eco- 
nomics and  a  meeting  was  held  in  Winnemucca  to 
discuss  methods  and  problems  of  economic  analy- 
sis in  the  EIS.  Arrangements  were  eventually  made 
at  the  request  of  local  ranchers  and  Humboldt 
County  officials  to  have  the  Agricultural  and  Re- 
source Economics  Department  of  the  University  of 
Nevada,  Reno,  conduct  an  economic  analysis.  The 
results  of  this  analysis,  showing  economic  effects 
of  the  possible  downward  adjustments  in  AUMs  on 
the  area's  economy,  were  presented  at  a  public 
meeting  in  Winnemucca  in  March. 

The  EIS  team  sociologist  conducted  more  than 
45  in-depth  interviews  with  ranchers  and  other  per- 
sons who  have  concerns  for  land  and  resource 
values.  Interview  results  were  written  for  the  EIS 
and  sent  to  the  ranchers  interviewed  for  additional 
comments  or  changes. 


INTERAGENCY  CONTACTS 


Professional  contacts  have  been  made  and  will 
continue  to  be  made  with  the  following  agencies: 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Nevada  State  Depart- 
ment of  Wildlife,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer! 
Nevada  State  Department  of  Water  Resources,' 
various  departments  at  the  University  of  Nevada! 
Reno,  and  other  BLM  districts. 


vj 


CONSULT 
COORDINATION  IN  REVIEWS 

OF  THE  EIS 


Public  comments  continue  to  be  vital  to  the  plan- 
ning and  EIS  processes,  and  will  be  welcomed 
before  and  after  the  final  decisions  are  made  in 
1982.  All  comments  received  will  be  considered, 
even  if  letters  are  received  after  the  EIS  is  pub- 
lished. 


AVAILABILITY  OF  THE  FINAL  EIS 


The  final  EIS  was  sent  to  all  those  who  received 
the  draft  EIS  and  all  who  commented  on  the  draft. 
Anyone  else  requesting  a  copy  may  receive  one.  A 
Federal  Register  notice  and  an  area  news  release 
were  also  used  to  inform  the  public  about  the  final 
EIS  availability. 

Copies  of  the  final  EIS  are  available  at  most 
public  libraries  in  Nevada  (including  the  University 
of  Nevada  at  Reno  and  Las  Vegas)  and  also  at 
BLM  District  Offices  in  Nevada,  at  Susanville  in 
California,  and  at  Vail  and  Burns  in  Oregon. 


AVAILABILITY  OF  THE  DRAFT  EIS 


The  draft  EIS  was  sent  to  the  following  listed 
agencies,  organizations,  industries  and  all  persons 
who  indicated  an  interest.  Those  who  responded 
with  comments  are  indicated  by  asterisks.  Anyone 
wishing  a  copy  of  the  EIS  could  receive  one  by  call- 
ing or  writin§--the  BLM  Winnemucca  District  at  705 
East  Fourth  Street,  Winnemucca,  Nevada*  89445 
(702-623-3676). 


FEDERAL  AGENCIES  AND 
LEGISLATORS 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Serv- 
ice* 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

Forest  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Senator  Howard  Cannon 
Department  of  Commerce 

National  Weather  Service 


Department  of  Defense 

Air  Force 
Department  of  Energy 
Environmental  Protection  Agency* 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Environmental  and  Compliance  Review 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Geological  Survey 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service* 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  Washington 
Office;  Nevada  State  Office;  Susanville,  Califor- 
nia, District  Office;  Burns  and  Vale,  Oregon, 
District  Offices;  Battle  Mountain,  Carson  City, 
Elko,  Ely  and  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  District  Of- 
fices 
Bureau  of  Mines 

Water    and    Power    Resources    Service    (now 
Bureau  of  Reclamation) 
Senator  Paul  Laxalt 
Congressman  James  Santini 
U.S.  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 


STATE  OF  NEVADA 


DEPARTMENTS/DIVISIONS/BUREAUS 
(THROUGH  THE  NEVADA  STATE 
CLEARINGHOUSE)* 


Agriculture 

Conservation  and  Natural  Resources* 

Economic  Development 

Energy 

Environmental  Protection  Service 

Forestry 

Highways 

Historic  Preservation  and  Archeology* 

Human  Resources 

Indian  Commission 

Lands  and  Land  Use  Planning 

Mineral  Resources 

Mines 

Museum 

Parks* 

Planning  Coordinator 

Water  Resources* 

Wildlife* 

LEGISLATORS 

Assemblyman  Douglas  R.  Bremner 
Senator  Carl  F.  Dodge 
Senator  Eugene  V.  Echols 
Senator  Norman  D.  Glaser 
Assemblyman  Thomas  J.  Hickey 
Assemblyman  John  Marvel 


ALSO 

Legislative  Counsel  Bureau 

Library 

Office  of  the  Governor 

Soil  Conservation  Districts 

University  of  Nevada,  Reno 

Max  C.  Fleischmann  College  of  Agriculture 

Nevada  Archeological  Survey 

Renewable  Resources  Center 

Desert  Research  Institute,  Resources  Center 

Department  of  Mining  Engineering 

Plant,  Soil  and  Water  Resources 

Renewable  Natural  Resources 

Library 

Cooperative  Extension  Service 

Division  of  Animal  Science 

Bureau  of  Business  and  Economic  Research 

Division  of  Agricultural  and  Resource  Economics 
University  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas 

Library 

STATEWIDE  COMMITTEES  AND  GROUPS 

Grazing  Board 

League  of  Cities 

Multiple  Use  Advisory  Council  on  Federal  Lands  for 

the  Governor 

Predatory  Animals  and  Rodent  Control 

Sheep  Commission 


LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS,  LIBRARIES 
AND  GROUPS 


Carson  City  Library 
Churchill  County  Library 
Clark  County 

Library 

Southern  Nevada  Museum 
Douglas  County  Library 
Elko  County  Library 
Esmeralda  County  Library 
Eureka  County  Library 
Humboldt  County 

Commissioners 

Extension  Agent 

Library 

Planning  Commission 

Sheriff 

Superintendent  of  Schools 
Lander  County 

Commissioners 

Library 

Planning  Commission 
Lincoln  County  Library 
Lovelock,  Mayor  of 


Lyon  County  Library 
Mineral  County  Library 
Nye  County  Library 
Pershing  County 

Commissioners 

Extension  Agent 

Library 

Planning  Commission 

Sheriff 
Storey  County  Library 
Washoe  County 

County  Manager 

Library 

Regional  Planning  Commission 
White  Pine  County  Library 
Winnemucca,  Mayor  of 


ORGANIZATIONS 


Pennsylvania  Cooperative  Wildlife  Research  Unit 

Pershing  County  Sportsmen  Association 

Public  Lands  Council 

Reno  Four  Wheelers.  Inc. 

SAGE 

Shoshone-Paiute  Tribe 

Sierra  Club  -  Toiyabe  Chapter* 

Society  for  Range  Management-Nevada 

Soil  Conservation  Society  of  America 

Summit  Lake  Paiute  Tribe 

Walker  River  Paiute  Tribe 

Western  Resources 

Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance* 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 

The  Wildlife  Society,  Nevada  Chapter* 

Winnemucca  Gem  and  Mineral  Club 

Individuals  and  industries  who  have  requested  that 
they  receive  EISs. 


American  Fisheries  Society 

American  Horse  Protection  Association 

American  Humane  Association 

Animal  Protection  Institute 

Audubon  Society 

Ducks  Unlimited  -  Reno 

Exploration  Geologists  of  Nevada 

Foresta  Institute 

Ft.  McDermitt  Livestock  Association 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Geological  Society  of  Nevada 

Humane  Society  of  the  United  States 

Humboldt  County  Cowbelles 

Humboldt  County  School  Board 

International   Society   for   the   Protection   of   Wild 

Horses  and  Burros* 

I.T.C.  Executive  Board 

Lions  Club 

National  Council  of  Public  Land  Users* 

National  Mustang  Association 

National  Public  Lands  Task  Force 

National  Rifle  Association 

National  Wild  Horse  Association 

National  Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Forum 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council* 

Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association* 

Nevada  Farm  Bureau  Federation 

Nevada  Miners  and  Prospectors  Association 

Nevada  Mining  Association 

Nevada  Off-Road  Vehicle  Association 

Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association 

Nevada  Wildlife  Federation* 

Nevada  Woolgrower's  Association 

Northern  Nevada  Native  Plant  Society 

Off-Road  Enthusiasts 

Oregon  Environmental  Council 

Pacific  Legal  Foundation 


OTHERS  WHO  RESPONDED 

Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company* 

Joseph  Thackaberry* 

Thomas  Cavin* 

Marjorie  Sill* 

Coordinated  Research  Management  and  Planning 

Smith  and  Gamble  *(2  letters) 

Don  Jones* 

Nevada  First  Corporation* 

James  Linebaugh,  UNR* 

Robert  McCandless* 

Karen  Hayes,  Federal  Regulation  Review* 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

Committee  -  Winnemucca* 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation* 

THE  FOLLOWING  RANGE  USERS  RESPONDED 

Ninety-Six  Ranch* 

T  Quarter  Circle  Ranches,  Inc.* 

Bill  and  Dale  DeLong* 

Glen  Tipton,  Frosty  Tipton,  Mitch  Moiola* 

Tim  and  Margarita  DeLong* 

Jo  Christison,  Pinson  and  Pettit  Ranches* 

Sammye  Ugalde* 

John  and  Judy  DeLong* 


PUBLIC  REVIEW  AND  HEARINGS 


About  300  copies  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  were  sent  out  during  the  last 
week  of  February  1981  with  accompanying  letters 
noting  the  date,  place  and  time  of  the  public  meet- 


ings  and  the  procedure  for  the  public  to  submit 
comments.  Also,  about  300  letters  with  information 
about  comments  and  public  hearings  were  sent  to 
interested  persons.  About  100  more  EISs  were  dis- 
tributed later  in  response  to  requests.  The  final 
date  for  comments  to  be  received  in  order  to  be  in- 
corporated into  the  final  EIS  was  given  as  April  7.  A 
Federal  Register  notice  of  the  release  of  the  DEIS 
and  all  pertinent  information  about  hearings  and 
comments  was  printed  on  February  12,  1981,  and  a 
news  release  with  the  same  information  was  sent 
to  area  newspapers  early  in  March. 

In  March  the  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association  re- 
quested a  30-day  extension  to  give  its  members 
more  time  to  answer.  This  request  was  granted  by 
BLM  State  Director  Ed  Spang  so  the  final  date  for 
comments  became  May  7,  1981.  News  releases 
about  this  extension  were  sent  to  area  newspapers 
the  first  week  in  April. 

The  first  public  meeting  was  on  March  10  in 
Reno  and  was  attended  by  15  persons.  Oral  testi- 
mony was  given  by  two  persons  and  no  written 
statements  were  submitted.  The  second  public 
hearing  in  Winnemucca  on  March  11  had  twenty- 
three  attendees,  six  persons  testifying  (one  spoke 
for  two  separate  interest  groups)  and  one  written 
response. 

Transcripts  of  these  public  meetings  are  available 
for  inspection  at  the  BLM  District  Office,  705  E.  4th 


Street  in  Winnemucca;  at  the  BLM  Nevada  State 
Office,  300  Booth  Street  in  Reno;  and  at  the  BLM 
Office  of  Public  Affairs,  18th  and  C  Streets  in 
Washington,  D.C.  Also,  transcripts  may  be  pur- 
chased from  Bonanza  Reporting,  1111  Forest 
Reno,  NV  89509. 


INTRODUCTION  TO  RESPONSES 


All  written  and  oral  comments  have  been  read 
and  evaluated  by  Winnemucca  District  and  Nevada 
State  Office  resource  specialists  and  planning  per- 
sonnel. Additions  to  or  changes  in  the  DEIS  are 
noted  in  the  ERRATA  section  of  this  document.  Re- 
sponses to  questions  and  substantive  comments 
were  written  by  the  various  specialists  and  then  re- 
viewed by  an  interdisciplinary  team  for  consistency 
and  accuracy  of  the  responses. 

Three  people  presented  oral  comments  but  did 
not  submit  written  statements.  Other  people  who 
spoke  at  the  meeting  submitted  written  comments 
similar  to  their  oral  comments.  Therefore,  no  re- 
sponses to  their  oral  comments  were  required. 

A  list  of  respondents  to  the  DEIS  and  the  com- 
ment areas  given  responses  appears  in  Matrix  1. 


Couinent 
Letter 
Index  f 


Matrix   1 
Respondents  to  H«i-ii>i1se-0enlu  Urafrt  nvlrumiittnui 

Impact  Statement  and  Areas  of  Concern 


Agency ,_  Organization  or   Individual 


/        /  £  /  £  /       /  i  /  $  /  &  /,* 

*  /      /  *&  /  c  />/<-/  J  /  £  A 


/    /    ///  /    / 


1 

Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 

|  ! 

2 

National  Council  of  Public  Land  Users 

3 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

4 

International  Society  fo  the  Protection  of  Mustangs  &  Burros 

5 

Sierra  Club  -  Tolyabe  Chapter 

; 

6 

Nevada  State  Planning  Coordinator 

1 

7 

Nevada  State  Department  of  Wildlife 

~ 

8 

Nevada  State  Department  of  Conservation  &  Natural  Resources 

9 

Nevada  State  Division  of  Water  Planning 

10 

Nevada  State  Division  of  Historic  Preservation  (  Archeology 

11 

Nevada  State  Division  of  State  Parks 

12 

Bill  and  Dale  DeLong 

fc:.;v  ;....-  .!.;_  ■>.  -:\   :-y-v  \\    :-\ 

13 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  District  IX 

,;:-:.-::v:-::>>i 

14 

USDA  Agricultural  Stabilization  S  Conservation  Service 
Humboldt  County  Ascs  Committee 

15 

Nevada  Wildlife  Federation,  Inc. 

••::-    ■:■ 

16 

Joseph  J.  Thackaberry 

17 

Thomas  A.  Cavin 

_ 1 , 

18 

Marjorle  S111 

19 

CRMP  Local  #1  -  Sammy  Ugalde 

20 

John  and  Judy  DeLong 

■ 

21 

N1nety-S1x  Ranch 

fi^: 

•■r-frm-irc 

22 

T  Circle  Ranches,  Inc. 

;:;::::;:;:■:;; 

23 

Glen  Tipton 

24 

The  Wildlife  Society 

::.: .-..'--  ■-  ■ 

25 

T1m  and  Margarita  DeLong 

— 1 

26 

Smith  and  Gamble,  Ltd. 

27 

Don  Jones 

28 

Jo  Chrlstlson 

Sis; 

;   . 

29 

Sammy  Ugalda 

30 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc. 

t&.::*£::£:j 

31 

USDI  Heritage  Conservation  i  Recreation  Service 
Pacific  Southwest  Region 

32 

Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance,  Inc. 

33 
34 

USDA  Agricultural  Stabilization  1  Conservation  Service 
Reno,  Nevada 

1,1 

11  -  - 

Nevada  First  Corporation 

r^ 

35 

American  Horse  Protection  Association 

36 

Smith  and  Gamble,  Ltd. 

::.::/ 

■-. :■.:.' ■: '■■ 

37 

UNR,  Cooperative  Extension  Service  -  James  Llnebaugh 

38 

Nevada  Legislature  -  Federal  Regulation  Review  Committee 

39 

Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association 

40 

W.W.  Hall  (written  comment  redeved  at  Wtnnemucca  Public  Hearing) 

Tl 

Robert  Hagar,  Nevada  First  Corporation  (Reno  Public  Hearing) 

^'■:  y-:>:  :>■: 

T2 

Tina  Nappe  (Reno  Public  Hearing) 

T3 

Lawrence  Frenchy  Montero  (Winnemucca  Public  Hearing) 

— — 
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Comment  Letter    1 


Comment  Letter  2 


Sierra  F*strrTiaz  F*owe?r  Company 


February   18,    19S1 


Mr.  Edward  Spang 

State  Director,  Nevada  EL.Y 

P.O.  Box  1200C 

Reno,  Nevada  89520 

Dear  Mr .  Spanc : 

Sierra  Pacific  J'ower  Company  ascreciates  this  opportunity 
to  review  the  Paradise-Denio  Draf-  Grazino  Environmental 
ImDact  Statement.   Your  staff  shcul:;  be  commended  for 
producmo  a  clear ,  easy  to  read    aocuTier.t.   The  format 
follows  a  loaical  proaression  whicn  facilitated  the 
review.   Charts,  maps  and  otner  supuiementation  information 
added  areatly  to  the  description  ana  evaluation  of  tne 
proposal  . 

We  find  no  conflicts  between  your  prooosed  action  and 
our  plans  for  the  areas  mentioned  in  the  qrazina  E.I.S. 
The  report  should  prove  to  be  a  valuable  tool  in  the 
preparation  of  our  assessment  reocrts. 

Sincerely, 

Michael  Sullivan 
/  -        '      f 

%. />"-  / C*y 

Steven  Sieqel 
Environmental  Specialist 


cc:       Frank  Shields,  BLM 

Winnemucca 


Tfatc&to/  (fatHdt  &jf  "Pu6Uc  *doud  %Cbe%4 


Paul  Maxwell,  President 


Y.  0.  iiux  till 

Grand  Junction,  Cuiorudo  815U1 

5  Uar  81 


Herbert  Snyder,  Seeretarj 


P.  0.  BOX  10100/  RENO.  NEVADA  89510.' TEL  EPHONE  702/  769-4B9i| 
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Mr.    James  Watt,    Secretary 

United  States  Department  of  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.     2021,0 

Dear  Mr.  TJatt: 

The  Draft  Environmental   Impact  Statement,    Proposed   Donertic   live- 
stock Grazing  Management  Program  for  the   Paradise-Denio  Resource  Aret, 
Humboldt  &  Perehinr.   Counties,    Nevada,    prepared   by  Department   of  Interior 
BLM,   Hinnomucca  District,    has  been   reviewed. 

On  Page    3-1   of  the  Proposed   Action,    Environmental    Conseouences, 
Introduction,    it    is    stated,    "Impacts  concerning  climate  were   analyzed 
and   found   to   be   insignificant.      No.   further  documentation  of  this  component 
will  appear  in  the  EIS". 

The  significance  of  this  statement  is  rtjflectfd  In  the   content  of 
the  whole  draft.      It   indicator,   a  total    lack  of  ennce-n  for   th<?   lard    and 
the  watersheds   in  favor  of  the  more   influential   "ec-r.onic  concern",      It 
is  a  repetition  of   the   long   standing  attitude  that   has   made  a  desert  of 
so  much  of  the  West,     domestic  livestock  prating  being  the  greatest 
hazard. 

No   amount   of  deceptive  expertise  will    hide    the    fact   thai    trie   relation- 
ship between  natural    precipitation  and  natural    evaporation  due   to  wind   ar.rl 
sun  determine  a  fragile  DESERT  environmc  nt,    and   the  importance  of  ntStirati  *i 
natural   vegetative  cover. 

That  these   factors  are   "diEBslsfted"  with  the    statement  that    "Impad  s 
concerning   climate  were  analyzed  and    found    to  be    l.nsi^nl  fir.^nt",    cleorlv 
Indicates  the  lack  of  qualifications   on  the    part   of  thor.e   preparing  the 
statement.   It   should   be  totally  re.1ect.cd  until  these  important  factors   aru 
included  I 

Please   advise  what   you  intend   to  do  ahout   it, 


.  Vnuf^s  tnjlv 


<t    Secretary 

Copies  to:      Natural  Resources  Defense   Council 

Mr.   E.    F.    Spang,    Nevidu   State   Director,    RLM 
SS  Team  Leader,   Winncnucca,    MV     89Ui5 

PS»      Where   can  a   copy  of  the   above   mentioned    "analysis"   be  obtained'5 
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UeBertif icatlon  of  Kangeland 


The  process  of  desertification  uae  dlBCuaBed  among  team  members 
prior  to  and  during  preparation  of  the  draft  E1S.   It  was  decided 
that  thla  process  could  not  be  adequately  analyzed  because  of, a  lack 
of  research  in  general  and  the  absence  of  specific  Information 
applicable  to  aemiarid  rangelands  in  the  Great  basin.   See 
discussion  on  CKMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 


Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


1522  K  Street.  Ntt 
Washington.  DC  20005 


Keply  |a 


Lake  Piara  South.  Suite  616 
44  Uruon  Boulevard 
Latewood   CO  B022B 


March    li,    196l 


Mr.    foiw&rtl    dpat.^ 
S  Lull-    Di  rucwr 
Nevada  State    Of  fic- 
hu pt-au   o  f    Land    Mana>.v  men  l 
I'.    0.    box    1?00; 
Hifiu,    NL-vuiia        My'y.'O 

hear   Mr  .    Spaj.f' : 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  March  11,  19^-ii  for  consents  on  the 
draft  environmental  statement  ( DES )  for  tile  Paraaise-Denio  Grazing 
Statement,  Winnemucua  District,  Nevada. 

Pursuant  to  its  responsibilities  under  Section  102{2)(C)  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  19t>9.  the  Council  has  reviewed  the  Bureau's  DES 
and  has  determined  that  there  appears  to  be  no  reason  for  the  Council  to 
comment  at  this  tin«_-. 


Sincerely , 


1 — 7    -Jl    .    Louis  S.  Wall 
fJ^Kc^c/^  Chief,  Western  Divisic 
~"\    of  Project  Review 
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INTERNATIONAL  SOCIETY 

FOR  THE 

PROTECTION  OF  MUSTANGS  A  BURROS 

1 1  790  Deodar  Way  Reno.  Nevada  8Q5()f. 

Telephone:  (702)972-1989 

FOUNDED  IN   1960      *"*"^ 

fcxecuTivt  cuMMrrm  en  ntt  board  of  directors. 

Mr l,-i i  a  Rcilly.Presidriii 

John  Bor/ea,  Executive  Vice  President 

Chuck  iohn.  Vice  Presideni 

Hetty  Ruphaldl.  Secretary 

John  VV.  Reiljy .  Treasurer 

Alan  Kama   Public  Retaining 

March    19,    19HI 


Frank  C.  Shields,  District  Manager, 
Bureau  oi"  Land  Management , 
70*5  East  Fourth  Street, 
Winnemucca,  NV   B£M5 

Dear  Mr.  Shields: 

We  than)',  you  for  letting 
Statement. 
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comment  on  the  Paradlse-Denlo  Grazing  Impact 


How  can  the  bureau  of  Land  Management  beat  serve  the  complex  of  interest 
in  well  managed  public  lands?   I  believe  that  the  Congress  has  already  indicated 
how  this  question  la  answered.   The  concept  of  multiple  use  is  firmly  fixed  in 
the  Federal  Land  policy  and  Management  Act.   It  ha6  been  reinforced  in  the  Public 
Rangelands  Improvement  Act.   The  public  interest  is  best  served  by  multiple  use 
sianagement  of  public  resources  through  a  decentralized  management  system  based 
on  clear  Congressional  policy  guidance  and  with  the  active  involvement  of  those 
affected. 

Livestock  grazing  is  only  one  component  in  a  very  complex  resource  manage- 
ment system.   The  BLM  District  Manager  must  determine  the  forage  capacity  of  the 
range,  he  roust  also  relate  that  capacity  to  the  needs  of  wildlife,  wild  horses 
and  burros,  as  well  as  to  the  needs  of  livestock. 

Decisions  about  the  management  of  public  lands  must  be  well  documented 
and  based  on  sound  data.   The  BLM's  objective  is  to  improve  the  productivity  of 
of  the  public  rangelands  for  the  benefit  of  all  users  ( livestock,  wildlife,  wild 
horBes  .and  burros,  industry  and  recreation).   Long-term  benefits  are  of  little 
value  to  marginal  operations  which  may  be  seriously  and  Immediately  affected  by 
needed  short-term  livestock  cuts.   The  BLM  should  explore  methods  of  analyzing 
different  combinations  of  reductions  in  range  improvements  and  should  phase  in 
reductions  gradually  and  monitor  the  results  intensively  to  determine  more  pre- 
cisely how  the  individual  range  ecosystem  respond  to  reductions. 

It  is  our  position  that  much  more  can  be  gained  through  a  cooperative 
effort  between  the  land  management  agency  and  all  conservation  organizations 
toward  the  restoration  of  the  productivity  of  the  public  rangelands  so  than  an 
equitable  number  of  all  creatures,  including  man,  will  be  assured  a  sustance  in 
decades  to  come.   The  only  way  that  can  be  accomplished  is  to  recognize  that  all 


Frank  C. 
March  19, 
Page  2 


.hields 

i9ei 


grazing  pre*.sur«-'s  on  our  public  lundu  mui.L  be  controlled,  Including  wild  horses 
and  burros  and  domestic  livestock  overuse  and  abuse,   Abuses  haVU  been  allowed  to 
continue,  particularly  numbers  of  cattle  far  in  excess  of  that  for  which  a  permit 
is  Issued. 

Kvery  effort  should  Le  made  on  trend  studies  and  establishing  trend  study 
plots  on  each  allotment  over  a  reusunuLle  perioi  to  get  the  actual  trend.   This 
would  allow  ix   concentration  on  allotments  and  result  in  reliable  and  supportable 
data  upon  which  to  base  sound  range  management  decision*.. 

Tne  ureas  near  water  are  heavily  utilized  and  priority  should  be  given  to 
Improvement  of  the  land  resource  and  further  water  developments  made  available 
for  all  grazing  animals,  especially  away  from  the  critical  areas. 

Certainly  one  of  the  most  emotion-lader.  programs  the  BLM  administers  le 
*•'"-  wild  Horse  arid  Burro  program.   It  is  popular  to  blame  all  the  "ills"  of  the 
public  land  use  upon  the  wild  horses  and  burros,  but  other  than  density  areas, 
past  abuses  cannot  be  soley  contributed  to  wild  horse  and  burro  exclusively. 
Considering  the  serious  condition  of  the  range,  and  the  big  hurry  to  remove  the 
horses,  we  have  aBked,  time  and  time  again,  that  proportionate  reductions  be  made 
in  domestic  livestock  use,  since  removal  or  horses  and  burros  alone  will  nave  little 
effect  on  reducing  grazing  pressure  to  tne  extent  desirable. 

There  is  no  way  to  make  a  proper  evaluation  of  how  well  the  total  multiple 
use  plan  for  an  ureu  is  working  until  all  uses  are  at  planned  levels.   This  applies 
especially  to  wild  horses,  burros  and  livestock. 

The  International  Society  for  the  Protection  of  Mustangs  sad  Burros  (ISPMU) 
and  the  Multiple  Use  Advisory  Council  for  Winnemucca  district  supports  in  concept 
the  retention  of  approximately  700  wild  horses  and  burroa  In  the  Paradisa-Deulo 
Unit;  L'ttO  horses  will  be  in  the  Owyhee  area  and  t>0  In  the  Snowstorm  area.   Where 
the  AMP  can  be  adequately  designed,  wild  horses  and  ourrot;  In  viable  herds  will 
be  retained  throughout  the  district. 

For  the  safety  and  welfare  of  the  horses  in  trespass  on  private  laud.b, 
we  do  not  oppose  their  removal.   The  law  requests  BLM  to  remove  horses  and  burros 
that  stray  Dnto  private  lands  (adjacent  to  public  land  in  a  checkerboard  fashion) 
when  they  are  requested  to  do  so  by  private  landowners. 

It  is  our  position  that  healthy,  viable  wild  horse  and  burro  herds  remain 
on  the  public  domain.   Wild  Horses  and  burros  deemed  to  exceed  the  level  which 
will  maintain  a  natural  ecological  balance  with  existing  forage  and  other  uses  of 
the  public  lands  should  be  removed  humanely,  and  be  put  up  for  adoption. 

As  the  excess  wild  horses  and  burros  are  removed  to  planned  population 
levels  the  next  important  step  will  be  a  management  plan  tailored  to  each  herd. 
There  is  a  need  to  understand  the  effect  as  sex  ratios,  age  structure,  etc.  as 
related  to  management  to  greater  extent  than  we  presently  do.   A  viable  herd 
should  not  be  tied  to  the  number  of  horses  (some  BLM  figures  claim  1^5  head),  but 
instead  an  animal  population  must  embody  a  certain  amount  of  genetic  diversity  in 
order  to  be  able  to  adapt  to  marked  environmental  changes  and  survive.   Horses  for 
each  herd  should  be  selected  for  quality  whicn  would  eliminate  deformed  or  extremely 
poor  conformation  horses. 
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trunk  C.  Shields 
March  19,  19B1 
Pag-;  J 

The  Committee  on  Wild  and  Free-KoninJng  Horsed  and  burrOB  appointed  by  the 
Nhtlonal  Academy  of  Science  at.  the  direction  of"  Congress  to  report  on  the  state  of 
knowledge  on  wild  horses  made  its  final  report  last  month*   The  comuiittee  specified 
that  wild  horse  herds  be  individually  managed  at  b  level  that  insures  sufficient 
gentle  probability. 

There  ir.  still  a  long  way  to  go  and  changes  are  alow  in  coming.   We  believe 
that,  solutions  now  being  sought  in  our  efforts  to  bring  about  lasting  protection 

for  our  wild  horses  and  burros  with  emphasis  on  good  management  and  control  pro- 
gram, whereby,  they  will  be  protected  once  and  for  all,  and  their  numbers  controlled 
wisely  and  humanely  for  their  future  welfare,  can  be  put  into  effect  on  other  than 
a  biased  basl s . 

We  continue  to  ask  the  Bureau  of  land  Management  to  strive  to  handle  all 
aspects  of  the  wild  horse  and  burro  program  humanely,  diligently  and  efficiently. 
BLW  should  continue  to  seek  to  balance  the  competing  uses  of  the  rangeland  resource 
for  wild  horses  and  burros,  wildlife  and  for  the  domestic  livestock  use.   For  this 
balance  to  he  achieved,  wild  horses  and  burros,  as  well  as  other  grazing  animals, 
must  be  managed  in  a  way  which  respects  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  range  habitat 
...  the  land,  forage  and  water  they  have  to  share. 

We  thitriK  you  for  Jetting  us  express  our  view  fa . 


Respectful ly  submitt 


/JjLsd 


w.) 


'Helen  A.  Reilly  (Mrs. 
President 

International  Societ^Aor  the  Protection 
of  Mustangs  and  Burros  (ISPMB) 


I ~ "   Issuei   HanayufflBnt  Implementation 

Sou    diucuufilon    on    C1J1P  at    the    beylnnlny   of    the    Summary    in    the    FEIS. 
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Tuiimbr    Clmiiler    -    Nevada    and    fconlern    California 
P  U.  Box   H0U6     -     uiiiviiruilv  Station     -     Reno.  Nevada  69507 

March  2?,  1981 

frank  Shields,  Manager 
BLMAinnemucca  District 
705  E.  4th  St. 
Winnemucca,  NV   89<*<<5 

Dear  Manager  Shields, 

The  Great  Basir,  Group  of  the  Toiyabe  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
submits  the  following  comments  on  the  draft  grazing  Environmental 
impact  Statement  on  the  Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area. 

Although  several  improvements  over  previous  EIS  efforts  by  BLM 
are  made  successfully  by  the  P-D  DEIS,  the  range  of  alterna- 
tives remains  very  poor  and  inadequate.   Also,  the  BLM  proposed 
action  appear  to  be  a  shocking  abnegation  by  BLM  of  its  respon- 
sibility to  manage  the  public  lands  for  all  Americans  under  the 
principle  of  multiple  use,  and,  instead,  is  a  dominant  use  plan. 
Our  detailed  comments  follow* 

Summary  Table  1.   The  idea  of  the  nummary  comparison  of  signi- 
ficant impacts  of  various  alternatives  is  a  good  one  and  well 
done  at  the  beginning  of  the  DEIS.   For  tnose  who  cannot  or  lack 
the  time  to  read  the  entire  DEIS  as  well  as  for  those  who  can 
use  the  summary  to  identify  areas  to  be  more  carefully  checked 
in  later  chapters,  the  summary  tables  are  invaluable. 

The  actural  summary  comparisons  are  scandalous  as  the  reviewer 
reads  of  the  significant  adverse  impacts  of  every  alternative, 
including  BLM ' s  proposed  action.   Why  is  there  not  an  alterna- 
tive considered  which  will  have  beneficial  impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment, especially  on  critical  wildlife  habitat  and  currently 
degraded  riparian  areas?  Why  does  BLM  propose  an  action  that 
opts  to  increase  livestock  forage  by  Bb%   while  only  improving 
range  condition  by  13#? 

Tne  apparent  reduction  of  730  deer  has  been  explained  verbally 
to  us  by  BLM  staff  as  a  "computer  problem,"  yet  no  such  expla- 
nation is  ofiered  in  the  DEIS.   Corrections  should  be  made  in 
all  the  tables  and  chapters  falsely  reporting  the  730  deer  de- 
cline.  We  wonder  if  the  "computer  problem"  also  impacts  the 
forage  levels  for  livestock,  bighorn  sheep,  antelope,  and 
wild  horses?   The  FEIS  should  clearly  address  the  "computer 
problem." 


•:si 
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While  we  support  some  reductions  in  wild  horse  numbers,  we  con- 
sider the  b50£  reduction  as  well  as  the  6J6  death  loss,  loss  of 
some  traits  and  changes  in  herd  viability  as  well  as  the  in- 
humane confinement  of  wild  and  free  roaming  horses  into  one 
area  excessively  detrimental  to  this  public  land  resource. 

The  recreation  summary  is  poor,  as  wildlife  numbers  have  not 
met  demand  for  some  time.   The  impacts  of  the  various  alterna- 
tives should  be  separated  out  from  the  general  inadequacy  of 
game  species  to  meet  "demand." 

1 
The  Sierra  Club  is  neither  a  "wildlife"  nor  a  "protectionist" 
group.   While  we  share  many  of  the  same  concerns  with  wildlife 
and  wild  horse  groups,  our  concerns  are  not  totally  identical 
and  should  not  be  presented  as  such  as  implied  in  Summary  Table  I, 

gummary  Figure  I   It  is  unreasonable  that  wildlife  and  wildhorse 
numbers  would  not  increase  significantly  both  in  the  No  Livestock 
Alternative  and  in  the  Livestock  Reduction/Maximize  Wild  Horse 
and  Burro  Alternative.   Yet  no  explanation  is  given  of  the  lack 
of  population  increases  in  this  bar  graph.   If  there  is  somc  sort 

I    r"B°nin>r  behind  these  illogical  conclusions,  the  bar  graph 
3hould  be  lootnoted  appropriately. 

Summary  Tabl^llj .   It  is  quite  awkward  to  exclude  12  allotments 
irom  the  DEIS  because  they  are  administered  by  another  BLM  dis- 
Ihu  ♦.  1  e  revlewer  never  kn°»s  if  disparities  in  acreage  or 
AUM  totals  are  due  to  BLM  analysis  deficiencies  or  to  this  ex- 
clusion.  The  FEIS  should  list  the  excluded  allotments,  depicT 
them  on  the  RA  map,  and  be  very  clear  when  the  126,366  ac^-es 
are  included  or  excluded  from  the  totals. 

Also,  a  footnote  shrAild  be  added  to  explain  why  acreages  are  ex- 
cluded iron,  livestock  grazing  in  alternatives  other  than  the  No 
Livestock  Grazing  Alternative,  as  we'll  as  which  allotments  ar» 
involved.   While  I  know  that  some  exclusions  are  due 
proposed  wild  horse  area, 


to  the 
don't  know  about  other  exclusions. 


Summary  Figure  2.   The  time  frame  estimation  is  excellent.   We 
just  wonder  whether  BLM  will  be  able  to  stick  to  it  -  but  that' 
another  issue! 

Chapter  1.   Proposed  Action.   There  are  pares  of  the  proposed 
action  which  seem  very  responsible  and  long  overdue  for  the  a- 
gency  charged  with  managing  our  public  lands  to  propose.   We 
support  the  proposea  seasons-of -urp  as  most  public  land  interns, 
groups  recognize  the  damage  being  done  to  tne  public  rangelands 
by  too-early  and  by  season-long  grazing.   Some  flexibility 
should  be  built  into  the  system  to  allow  earlier  and  later  turn- 
out dates  depending  on  annual  variations  in  the  climate    The 
proposea  grazing  treatments  appear  quite  comprehensive  and  a 
good  guide  to  the  development  and/or  revision  of  specific 
Allotment  Management  Plans.   The  need  for  the  proposed  grazing 

systems  is  also  very  acute  as  current  deficiencies  in  range 

management  are  succinctly  summarited  on  p. 1.11.   Major  problems 
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include  "the  overobli Ration  of  available  vegetation,  pastures  of 
unequal  carrying  capacity,  uneven  livestock  distribution,  inad- 
equate project  maintenance  and  lack  of  range  supervision  and 
studies. " 

Livestock  Support  Facilities.  However,  we  are  very  concerned 
about  the  proposed  livestock  support  facilities  for  several 
reasons.   1}  The  cost,  $9 , 000, 928, appears  outrageously  high 
in  these  times  of  tightening  budgets.   If  livestock  AUMs  in- 
crease by  88,994  as  projected  by  the  proposed  action,  each 
additional  AIJM  would  cost  $101.  l't.   Another  way  of  looking  at 
it  would  be  to  divide  the  $9  million  by  the  6?  permittees.   BLK 
proposes  to  spend  at  least  $13i*>3'*3  per  permittee!!!  Perhaps  it 
would  be  cheaper  in  the  long  run  to  buy  marginal  operations 
outright  than  to  subsidize  them  indefinitely.   The  DEIS  fails  to 
show  the  benefits  the  public  would  receive  by  subsidizing  the 
livestock  industry,  but  does  clearly  show  the  significant  neg- 
ative impacts  of  the  facilities  on  other  resources,  such  as  water 
quality,  wildlife  habitat,  cultural  resources,  soil  stability, 
etc.   2)  The  proposed  facilities  appear  to  be  a  violation  of 
the  public  land  management  principle  of  multiple  use,  as 
footnote  a  of  Table  1-5  states  "These  livestock  support  facil- 
ities benefit  livestock  only  and  do  not  reflect  additional 
projects  for  wild  horses  or  big  game."   These  "additional  pro- 
jects" discussed  on  p. 1.13  will  cost  only  $72,500  or  .8%   of  the 
cost  of  the  "livestock-only"  facilities.   3)  The  $9  million  cost 
may  be  misleading  as  footnote  c  of  Table  1-5  states  "The  costs 
were  developed  at  1980  prices  and  do  not  include  future  main- 
tenance and  replacement  costs."   Prom  the  DEIS,  we  have  no  idea 
whether  the  proposed  facilities  will  cost  another  $9  million  to 
maintain  and  replace  over  the  long-run  (to  2021* )  or  less  than 
that.   We  do  not  have  sufficient  information  to  be  able  to  sup- 
port any  expenditure  for  livestock  support  facilities. 

General  Implementation  Schedule.   We  would  like  to  suggest  ano- 
ther project  to  improve  wildlife  and  wild  horse  management,  in 
addition  to  removing  or  modifying  fences.   We  recommend  that 
cattle  guards  also  be  modified  to  prevent  the  cruel  and  some- 
times fatal  entrapment  of  wildlife  and  wild  horses. 

Mo  Livestock  Grr.zing  Alternative.   It  is  always  curious  for  us 
to  read  that  the  no  livestock  grazing  has  more  beneficial  im- 
pacts on  the  public  lands  than  BLM  '  s  proposed  action  which  in- 
variably include  millions  of  dollars  for  range  "improvements." 
Would  the  lands  be  better  off  without  livestock  grazing?  Will 
livestock  grazing  always  degrade  the  rangelands  or  can  livestock 
grazing  be  compatible  with  decent  wildlife  habitat,  excellent 
riparian  condition,  good  range  condition,  etc.?! 

Table  1-6.  Footnote  a  lists  the  criteria  on  which  priorities 
for  developing  AMPs  were  established.   But  it  is  not  clear  how 
the  criteria  were  used.   Is  Jackson  Mountain-Desert  Valley-Blue 
Mountain  with  tfl    priority  the  worst  area   -  in  greatest  need  of 
AMP  development?  Please  specify,  if  not  in  the  FEIS,  then  di- 
rectly to  me  as  I  am  very  curious  as  to  why  certain  allotments 
are  getting  first  crack  at  $9  million  of  public  funds. 
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Tabic  1-6.  Wnere  are  wildlife  funds  coming  from? 
these  costs  included  in  Table  1-5? 


Why  weren't 


No  Action  Alternative.  The  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  this  al- 
ternative show  the  accelerated  deterioration  of  the  public 
rangelands  should  no  new  action  be  taken.   We  fear,  however, 
that  unless  all  public  land  interests  work  out  our  differences, 
that  this  alternative,  with  all  its  negative  impacts  on  all  the 
resources,  will  be  the  one  chosen  and  implemented   by  default. 

Maximizing  Livestock  Alternative.   I  cannot  find  a  significant 
difference  between  this  alternative  and  the  proposed  action, 
with  the  exception  of  more  area  to  receive  vegetation  manipu- 
lation.  Otherwise,  the  stocking  rate,  the  condition  class 
changes,  every  other  type  of  range  improvement  and  all  the 
adverse  impacts  are  the  same.   We  feel  that  this  alternative 
is  as  unacceptable  in  its  disregard  for  multiple  use  and  its 
excessive,  exclusive  subsidies  for  the  livestock  industry  as 
the  proposed  action. 


3try  as 


Livestock  Reduction/Maximizing  Wild  Horses  and  Burros  Alternative 
This  alternative  is  too  ridiculous  to  comment  on,  as  no  one  has 
ever  supported  it  to  our  knowledge.   And  if  someone  did,  reduc- 
ing wild  horses  and  burro  populations  by  650$  is  hardly  what 
most  people  would  recognize  as  "maximizing"  them.   Most  wild 
horse  groups  and  all  conservation  groups  support  reducing  both 
livestock  and  wild  horses  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  the 
public  rangelands. 

Standard  Operating  Procedures.  We  have  no  objections  to  these 
SOP.  We  only  wonder  whether  BLM  will  have  the  intestinal  for- 
titude and  financial  resources  to  f ollowthrough  on  them. 

Management  Supervision  Procedures.   We  understand  that  MSP  is 
not  monitoring.   Why  isn't  monitoring  mentioned  in  the  DEIS? 
Is  it  not  an  intregral  part  of  all  grazing  systems,  seasons 
of  use,  stocking  rate  decisions,  professional  range  management? 
Also,  why  wasn't  trespassing  mentioned  in  the  DEIS?   Is  tres- 
passing illegally  using  a  significant  amount  of  AUMs  in  the 
P-D  Resource  Area? 


Chapter  2.  The  discussion  of  the  affe 
possibly  the  strength  of  this  EIS.  Th 
parian  vegetation  is  properly  recogniz 
only  amounts  to  3, 69**  acres  due  to  the 
P-D  resource  area.  It  is  of  special  i 
nishes  forage  and  cover  for  wildlife  a 
a  soil  stabilizer  and  watershed  protec 
tage  of  the  riparian  area  is  in  a  dete 
of  overgrazing  by  livestock.  We  feel 
not  dealing  with  this  problem.  We  ale 
direct  violation  of  its  own  regulation 
Riparian  Area  Protection  and  Managemen 
which  will  further  degrade  already  det 


cted  environment  is  good, 
e  importance  of  the  ri - 
ed.   Riparian  vegetation 

scarcity  of  water  in  the 
mportance  because  it  fur- 
nd  livestock  and  actB  as 
tor.  Yet  a  large  percen- 
riorated  condition  because 
the  DEIS  is  inadequate  in 
o  feel  that  BLM  iB  in 

BLM  Manual  6?40  Wetland- 
t)  in  proposing  actions 
eriorated  riparian  areas. 
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The  range  condition  of  the  P-D  resource  area  is  extremely  ob- 
jectionable. 8h%   of  the  3,702,186  acres  is  in  poor  condition. 
We  should  all  be  ashamed  of  these  statistics  which  reflect  on 
us  as  poor  stewards  of  the  land.   Our  efforts  should  be  directed 
at  reversing  the  deterioration  of  the  land  resource,  not  at 
spending  $9  million  to  increase  forage  for  livestock! 

The  discussion  on  wildlife  is  very  good,  except  for  the  omission 
of  any  information  on  non-game  species.   We  sincerely  hope  that 
the  last  of  the  "wild-cow"  operations  will  be  seen  shortly  as 
these  types  of  irresponsible  uses  are  ruining  the  public  land 
for  all  of  us.   It  i's  hard  for  us  to  believe  that  BLM  would 
have  knowlingly  published  false  information  on  mule  deer  num- 
bers.  The  730  deer  "lost  in  the  computer"  should  be  found  and 
restored  to  the  range! 


5-16 

5-17 
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The  economic  section  is  t 
are  ridiculous,  logic  is 
amount  of  public  subsidie 
in  the  analysis,  although 
range  improvements  is  not 
much  less  previous  publi  c 
the  years.   And  where  is 
wealth"  of  £8,99^  AUMs? 
be  generated  by  the  propo 
miz-ing  livestock  alternat 
are  as  unprofitable  as  th 
that  vast  public  subsidie 
dustry?   Don't  these  fede 
ter prise  system? 


echni cally  bankrupt .   Assumptions  used 
laughable.   Nowhere  could  we  find  the 
s  to  the  livestock  industry  included 
the  proposed  $9  (or  $13)  million  in 
negligible  to  the  P-D  resource  area, 
subsidies  for  livestock  operators  over 
calculated  the  increase  In  "rancher 
At  $50/AUM,  at  least  $h  1 4^9, 700  should 
sed  action  and  much  more  by  the  maxi - 

If  all  types  of  ranch  operations 
e  DEIS  analysis  says,  does  this  imply 
s  are  needed  to  pump  up  a  marginal  in- 
ral  subsidies  contradict  the  free  en- 


Social  Profile .   We  find  it  very  strange  that  the  permittees, 
the  proposed  recipients  of  millions  of  dollars  of  federal  funds, 
are  complaining  so  bitterly  about  current  BL&*  efforts  fo  manage 
the  public  lands.   We  wonder  if  their  position  should  be  summed 
up  asi   SUBSIDIES  WITHOUT  REGULATIONS!   We  wonder  if  the  per- 
mittees want  to  be  godd  stewards  of  the  public  lands,  sharing 
the  lands  with  all  the  other  users? 

Regional  attitudes-   The  Sierra  Club  has  a  membership  of  over 
200,000  people.   Official  conservation  policies  which  apply  to 
the  P-D  resource  area  reflect  the  values  and  concerns  of  many 
more  than  the  1,400  people  reported  on  p.2-3c 

Chapter  3-   The  role  of  CRMP  is  very  ambiguous.   Is  CRMP  going 
to  be  used  to  influence  BLM  decisions  or  to  implement  BLM  de- 
cisions? What  is  BLM  doing  to  guarantee  that  all  public  land 
interest  groups  are  represented  in  CRMP?   Is  BLM  going  to  sub- 
stitute the  votes  of  a  stacked  committee  for  the  professional 
judgement  of  its  own  staff? 

Thresholds.   The  use  of  thresholds  is  apparently  an  improvement 
over  "opinions"  of  specialists.   However,  the  public  did  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  set  the  thresholds,  nor  is  there  enough 
information  provided  in  the  DEIS  to  justify  specific  thresholds. 


5-20 


5-21 


5-22 


5-23 

5-24 
5-25 

5-26 


p.  c   SIERRA  CLUB 

Overall,  Chapter  3  is  poor.   Reasoning  is  superficial.   Conclu- 
sions do  not  seem  to  reflect  the  significance  of  adverse  impacts 
of  different  alternatives. 

The  discussion  on  p. 3-1 3  regarding  productivity  is  confusing. 
Is  low  productivity  intrinsic  to  a  site  or  is  it  caused  by  over- 
grazing and  subsequent  deterioration  of  a  more  productive  site? 
Will  not  some  sites  always  be  "non-productive"  to  cattle,  although 
near  top  ecological  productivity?   It  appears  that  the  proposed 
action  attempts  to  increase  forage  production  at  the  expense  of 
improving  poor  range  condition. 

On  p. 3-14,  the  statement,  "A  decrease  of  six  percent  in  the 
amount  of  sagebrush  is  not  considered  significant..."  depends 
on  the  location  of  the  brush  removal.   If  a  sagebrush  removal 
occurs  in  a  critical  deer  or  antelope  area,  its  loss  would  be 
quite  significant.   We  totally  oppose  sagebrush  control  pro- 
jects Dn  Pauite  Meadows,  Pine  Forest,  Happy  Creek,  and  Double  H 
allotments  due  to  the  significant  adverse  effects  on  critical 
wildlife  winter  ranges. 


Index .   This  innovation, 
EIS  reviewers. 


although  simple,  is  very  welcome  U 


In  conclusion,  we  feel  that  the  DEIS  does  not  adequately  reflect 
the  concerns  expressed  in  our  comments  on  MFP-II  and  the  P-D 
scoping.   We  find  it  totally  unacceptable  that  BLM  proposes 
alternatives  that  would  have  so  many  significant  adverse  impacts 
or,  the  environment  and  on  other  resources  of  the  public  lands, 
including  critical  riparian  areas,  while  at  the  saine  time  pro- 
poses to  spena  over  $9  million  exclusively  to  increase  forage 
for  increased  livestock  production.   We  believe  sucn  alterna- 
tives are  in  direct  violation  of  BLK ' s  own  regulation' .   tts  arc 
unable  to  support  any  of  the  P-D  alternatives  and  instead  pro- 
pose one  for  inclusion  in  the  FEI3.   We  call  our  alternative, 
the  Land  Resource  Maximizing  Alternative.   While  »e  realize 
t,  we  feel  that  your  office  car, 
ith  existing  information.   Therei  i  ■. 
Iternative  as  previously  aiscusaf: 
nd  with  Ed  Span,-,  Nevada  Scate  Dirt  i, 


that  time 
analyze  o 
we  submi  t 
with  vou 


limits  are  shor 
ur  alternative  w 

the  following  a 
and  your  staff  a 


The  Land  Resource  Maximizing  Alternative  should  include  the  fo] 
lowing  components! 

1)  Protection  of  the  major  fisneries  in  the  P-D  resource  arua. 
20  are  identified  in  the  DEIS.   Such  protection  would  reveres 
the  violation  of  BLM  regulations  by  the  proposed  action  which 
would  continue  to  degrade  deteriorated  riparian  areas. 

2)  Inventory  of  all  other  riparian  areas  and  development  of 
management  plans  or  another  standard  operating  procedure  to 
protect  all  riparian  areas. 

3)  Any  proposed  range  improvement  should  be  balanced  between 
livestock  and  wild  horses  and  wildlife. 

4)  Protection  and  enhancement  of  critical  wildlife  habitat, 
including  winter  ranges,  strutting  and  nesting  areas,  etc. 

5)  Reduction  of  wild  horses  to  an  optimal  level  in  each  allot- 
ment in  which  they  currently  roam. 
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6)  Development  of  management  supervision  procedures  to  reduce 
grazing  pressures  on  lands  which  are  unsuitable  for  grazing! 
i.e.  lands  which  are  easily  erodable  due  to  steepness,  dryness, 
or  lack  of  sufficient  cover. 

7)  In  all  allotments  in  poor  condition,  utilization  of  less  than 
50$  forage  in  order  to  leave  sufficient  forage  after  grazing  to 
protect  the  soil,  to  reduce  evaporation,  to  increase  infiltration 
of  water ,  and  to  encourage  ample  root  reserves. 

8)  Development  of  range  support  facilities  that  are  as  simple  as 
possible,  easy  to  operate,  and  inexpensive  to  maintain  which 
will  not  lock  the  range  into  a  level  of  production  sustainable 
only  by  artificial  means  and  periodic  treatments,  at  increasing 
costs.   Any  range  improvements  will  either  benefit  other  resource 
users  or  offer  minimal  interference  or  adverse  impacts  to  such 
uses.   Where  reseeding  is  required,  native  species  will  be  used 
if  at  all  feasible.   Fire  is  an  acceptable  method  of  removing 
brush  provided  wildlife  habitat  needs  and  watershed  protection 
are  given  adequate  consideration  in  the  operation.   Vegetation 
manipulation  will  not  utilize  chemical  pesticides  indiscrimin- 
ately and  will  not  be  used  unless  no  other  method  is  feasible. 

9)  Establishment  of  season-of-use  and  grazing  systems  which 
will  substantially  improve  range  condtions  as  well  as  increase 
forage  production . 

10)  Development  of  a  forage  allocation  plan  which  will  immed- 
iately reduce  livestock  and  wild  horse  numbers  to  the  current 
carrying  capacity  of  the  land  resource.   Increased  forage  pro- 
duction will  be  equitably  shared  among  wildlife,  wild  horses, 
and  livestock. 

11)  Immediate  establishment  of  an  effective  monitoring  program 
to  follow  range  trend,  changes  in  forage  production,  etc. 

12)  Establishment  of  priorities  to  take  measures  first  where 
the  greatest  correctible  damage  is  oc curing. 


A  separate  alternative  is  necessary 
in  the  DEIS  inadequately  deal  with 

a )  there  are  no  cost  estimates  for 
by  fencing.   However,  the  Winnemucc 
costs  of  fencing  and  specific  ripar 
veloping  minimum  costs  should  not  b 

b)  there  are  very  few  actions  propo 
enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat  and 
One-half  of  the  proposed  $9  million 

c)  although  areas  unsuitable  for  gr 
no  planB  to  develop  management  and 
costs  thereof  were  proposed  in  the 

d)  the  changes  in  forage  allocation 
atricting  grazing  below  $0%   utiliza 


as  the  four  alternatives 
the  followingi 

protecting  riparian  areas 
a  District  staff  knows  general 
ian  areas.   Therefore,  de- 
e  that  time-consuming. 

sed  for  the  protection  and 
for  wild  horse  management, 
would  be  acceptable! 

azing  have  been  identified, 
supervision  measures  or  the 
four  alternatives. 

and  range  condition  by  re- 
tion  have  not  been  addressed. 


We  have  spent  considerable  time  and  effort  in  reviewing  the  DEIS , 
preparing  our  comments,  and  developing  a  land  resource  maximizing 
alternative  for  the  Paradise-Denio  resource  area.   We  recognize 
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that  your  staff  has  also  expended  an  immense  amount  of  effort  in 
developing  the  DEIS.   We  sincerely  hope  that  all  our  efforts 
are  not  in  vain  and  will  result  in  public  land  management  of 
which  we  can  all  be  proud. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  concerns. 

Sincerely , 


Rose  Strickland 

Public  Lands  Committee 

Great  Basin  Group  of  the  Toiyabe  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 

16B5  Kings  Row 
Reno,  NV   8950  3 
(702)  7it.7-U.zy! 
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O"  I  Issue  (   Adverse  Impacts  to  the  Environment 

In  Summary  Table  1  on  FEIS  page  iv,  and  in  the  text  on  page  3-5  5  the 
DEIS  demonstrated  beneficial  Impacts  to  both  riparian  areas  and 
wildlife  habitat,  reapectivel y.   These  are  impacts  predicted  from 
the  No  Livestock  Grazing  Alternat  ive. 

5~2   Issue :   Relationship  Between  Vegetation  Condition  and  Vegetation 
Production 

The  13  percent  increase  in  livestock  forage  condition  in  reality 
affects  2t>  percent  of  the  E1S  area .   These  lands  are  also  the  mout 
productive  in  the  area  and  aa  such  are  capable  of  vast  increases  in 
forage  production. 

5-3 

Issue:   Mule  Deer  Numbers 

See  response  to  Issues  7-5  and  7-10. 

Q-  4   Iseuu i   Three ho Id  for  Recreation  Impacts 

Tim    threshold  level  for  significance  of  impact  was  derived  from  the 
Nevada  State  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  [NSCORP).   If  the 
estimated  demand  which  was  derived  from  NSCORP  figures  exceeds  the 
number  of  hunter  days  available  from  wildlife  levels,  then  the 
impact  is  considered  to  be  adverse .   Likewise ,     if  wildlife  levels 
sat  is  E y  demand  then  the  impact  is  beneficial.   Threshold  levels  are 
developed  by  the  lndi vidua  1  specialist  and  are  only  used  for  the 
purpose  of  this  anal ys is. 

5"*  5   Issue :   Increases  in  Wildlife,  Wild  Horse  and  burro  Numbers 


S unuua  r  y  Figure  I  doe 
wild  horse  and  burro 
available  vegetation 
includi  ny  the  propoe 
would  De  a 1 located  a 
reasonable  numbers. 
Department  of  Wildli 
populat  ion  increases 
by  the  amount  of  av, 
management  and  herd 
and  burros  numbers  w 
ad]ustmentu  would  ta 
diBcuaslon  on  CRHP  i 
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not  refer  to  changes  in  numbers  of  wildlife  or 
This  figure  reflects  the  number  of  AUMs  of 
proposed  for  al location  under  the  alternatives 
a   action.   Under  these  proposals ,  wildlife 
allable  vegetation  with  an  objective  to  reach 
u  developed  cooperatively  by  the  Nevada 
e  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
of  wild  horse  and  burros  would  only  be  limited 
liable  vegetation  present  wl thin  the  herd 
use  areas .   Increases  in  wildlife,  wild  horse 
Hhown  for  analysis  purpouea .   Actual ly 
place  through  the  CRMP  process  (see 
he  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  Final 


5~D   Issue :   Acreage  Figure u 


The  126, 3bd  acres  of  public  land  in  12  allotments  which  aie 
administered  by  other  ULM  districts  and/or  states  were  alwaya 
included  in  acreage  totalB,  unless  otherwise  stated. 


5~7   Issue:   Exclusion  of  Allotments  from  Livestock  Grazing 

There  are  three  reasons  why  livestock  might  not  occur  on  an 
allotment .   They  are : 

1 .  There  is  no  ava l lable  vegetation , 

2 .  It  Is  a  wild  horse  herd  use  or  management  area , 

3 .  In  the  case  of  the  Old  Gunnery  kange  t lie  re  is  no  grazing  at 
present  and  future  allocation  would  be  difficult  unless  a 
management  agreement  could  be  made  with  the  affected  range 
users . 

Two  methods  were  used  to  demonstrate  allotments  with  no  livestock 
grazing.   The  first  was  the  indication  of  "No  Livestock  Grazing*1  l 
the  far  right  column  of  the  allocation  tables  in  the  DEIS.   The 
second  was  the  indication  of  "0"  in  the  livestocK  allocation  or  us 
column  of  these  tables. 


5*"8   Issue  :   Proposed  Range  Improvement. 


See  Errata  -  Chapter  1,  corrections  to  Tables  1-5,  1-17,  and  1-20 
Footnote  'a ' . 


5-P  leeue;   Modification  of  cactlequardti 

The  modi f lea t ion  of  cattl eguai da  to  avoid  entrapment  of  wi Id  nor Be s 
has  been  a  district  policy  since  1975.   Cattl  eguards  install^.!  since 
this  date  have  been  modified  prior  to  Installation,   Many 
cattleguards  installed  prior  to  this  date  nave  also  received  this 
modification.   To  date,  no  problem  has  been  identified  in  this 
district  regarding  the  entrapment  of  big  game  species  in 
cattleguards . 


£j-10  laauet   Livestock  Grazing  Compatibility 


Livestock  grazing  can  indeed  be  compatible  with  other  resource 
values.   Compatibility,  however,  does  not  imply  mutually  beneficial 
co-ex iatence.   Trade-offs  often  exist  between  resource  values,  an,! 
balances  must  be  struck.   This  is  not  to  aoy  that  conflicts  may  not 
exiat.   For  instance,  livestock  grazing  may  not  be  compatible  with 
riparian  zone  protection. 
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5-11  Issue.   Allotment:  Management  Plan  (AMP)  Implementation 

AMP  implementation  priorities  were  established  during  the  Management 
framework  Plan  Step  2  conflict  analysla  proceao,  ualng  the  criteria 
staled  In  footnote  'a'  of  Table  1-6  of  the  DEIS.   The  priorities 
were  made  for  the  analysis  In  tliB  EIS  analysis  and  will  be 
reevaluated  through  CRMP.   See  discussion  of  CKMP  at  the  beginning 
of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

5-12   Issue!   Wildlife  Management  Coats 

The  purpose  of  Table  1-5  was  to  dlBplay  In  tabular  form  thoBe 
facilities  that  would  be  required  to  support  the  livestock  grazing 
program  under  the  Proposed  Action.   Table  1-B  reflects  fences  which 
lnlill.it  wildlife  movements  from  one  area  to  another,  and  would  be 
modified  under  this  proposal  for  mitigation.   Costa  of  these 
modifications  are  referred  to  In  the  narrative,  "General 
Implementation  Schedule,"  DEIS  page  1-13,  last  paragraph.   Also  eee 
response  to  Issue  11-4. 

5-13   Issue:   Monitoring 

Monitoring  is  mentioned  several  times  in  the  DEIS.   A  few  examples 
are  on  page  ill,  1-2  and  3-2.   for  a  more  detailed  explanation  of 
monitoring,  see  the  dlscuesion  of  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the 
Summary  in  the  FEIS. 


5-14   i« 


Discussion  of  Trespass 


Last  three-year-average  documented  trespass  was  demonstrated  on 
Table  1-14  on  page  1-23  of  the  DEIS.   Documented  trespass  uses  less 
than  one  percent  of  the  total  available  vegetation  and  ib 
considered  to  be  insignificant  for  analysis  purposes. 

5"15   Issue:   Protection  of  Riparian  Habitat 


,,«•  *.~«.u.ta*  »mww-   an  oujective  to  improve  and  maintain  the 
condition  of  riparian  and  stream  habitat  was  established  in  th 
Management  framework  Plan.   Protective  measures  needed  to  impr 


naiiageuieiit  riamework  flan.   Protective  measures  needed  to  impr 
the  conditions  of  public  streams  will  be  included  In  the  devel 
of  each  coordinated  resource  management  plan.   See  diBcuBslon 
CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 


mprove 

ipment 


5"16  l06u"i   Method  of  Economic  AnalyaiB 

The  economic  analyals  of  the  livestock  sector  of  the  Paradiae-Denlo 
Reeource  Area  le  baaed  on  linear  programming  models  constructed  by 
the  Division  of  Agricultural  and  Resource  Economics  at  the 
University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  for  use  in  a  study  entitled  Economic 
Impact  of  liLM  Crazing  Allotment  Reductions  on  Humboldt  County 
(Terrell  et  al .  19801.   The  linear  programming  models  were  built 
from  ranch  budgets  representing  typical  ranches  in  the  EIS  area. 
Secondary  impacts  to  the  county  economy  were  analyzed  using 
multipliers  and  coefficients  from  an  input-output  model  prepared  for 
a  study  entitled:  The  Economy  of  Humboldt  and  Lander  Counties:   A 
Working  Model  for  Evaluating  Economic  Change  (Flllo  et  al .  1977). 
input-output  models  are  useful  for  analyzing  changes  In  the  sectors 
of  an  economy  resulting  from  direct  Impacts  on  one  specific  sector. 
Both  linear  programming  and  input-output  modeling  repreaent  commonly 
accepted  and  current  state-of-the-art  techniques  for  preparing 
economic  analyals. 

5-17  lBaU81   Rancher  Wealth 

Rancher  wealth  Impacts  are  analyzed  in  terms  of  existing  conditions. 
Active  preference,  the  number  of  AUMa  a  permittee  could  licenae  each 
year  If  he  were  to  activate  his  entire  authorization,  la  the  level 
from  which  rancher  wealth  impacts  are  calculated.   Active  preference 
in  the  resource  area  is  225, B57  AUMa.   Initially  the  propoaed  action 
would  reduce  the  number  of  AUMa  available  to  permittees  to  101, 6B9 
AUMs,  a  reduction  from  active  preference  of  124,16a  AUMs.   At  an 
average  value  of  550  per  AUM,  the  propoaed  action  would  initially 
reduce  rancher  wealth  by  approximately  56.2  million.   In  the  long 
term  the  proposed  action  would  allocate  190,683  AUMs  to  livestock. 
While  this  allocation  represents  a  substantial  increase  from  the 
initial  allocation  it  continues  to  represent  a  reduction  of  35,174 
AUMs  from  the  existing  level.   Tnls  level  continues  to  impoae  a 
reduction  in  rancher  wealth  of  approximately  5  1.7  million. 

The  long-term  allocation  of  AUMa  to  livestock  in  the  maximizing 
livestock  alternative  la  228,092  AUMs.   This  allocation  is  an 
lncreaae  of  2,235  AUMs  above  the  existing  authorization.   it  would 
increase  rancher  wealth  by  approximately  5112,000. 

5-18   Issue;   Ranch  Budgets 

The  ranch  budgeta  used  in  the  economic  analysis  take  into  account 
both  cash  and  noncash  coats.   The  noncash  coat  category  includes 
charges  for  items  such  as  the  labor  of  the  operator  and  his  family 
and  an  opportunity  coat  involved  in  his  investment  in  equipment, 
buildings  and  livestock.   If  caah  costa  only  are  considered  the 
ianch  budgeta  indicate  that  ranches  in  the  EIS  area  earn  a  net 
return  above  cash  coats.   Thia  return,  while  Bmall,  when  combined 
with  other  aupeetu  of  ranch  life  laee  social  Profile  DEIS  Chapter  2) 
provldea  an  acceptable  level  of  return  tor  ranch  proprietors. 
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5-19 

lSSL 

le  ;   Role  of  CRMP 

See 

diacuHalon  on  CKMP  at  the  beg 

inning  of  the 
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5-20 

I  sat 

e:   Vegetation  Productivity 

Low 
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to 

a  site  or 
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be  a 
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of 

any 

number  or  combination  of  factors, 

including 
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f  a 

more 
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forever 

TO 


non-productive  for  livestock  grazing,  though  near  top  ecological 
condition > 

It  should  be  noted  that  "condition"  in  the  Paradise-Denio  DEIS 
refere  to  livestock  forage  condition.   Livestock  forage  condition  1b 
determined  by  interpreting  the  ability  of  vegetation,  in  both 
quality  and  quantity,  to  provide  sustained  livestock  forage  and  noil 
Btablllty.   It  cannot  necessarily  be  used  to  determine  ecological 
range  condition,  which  is  the  present  state  of  vegetation  of  a  range 
site  in  relation  to  the  climax  plant  community  which  could  be 
expected  for  that  Hite.   (See  also  response  to  Issue  5-2.) 


5-21 


Removal  of  Sagebrus 


The 


reference  made  that  "...  a  decrease  of  aix  percent  in  the 
amount  of  sagebrush  la  not  significant.  .  ."   was  expressed  in  terms 
of  the  relationship  between  the  cumulative  size  of  the  areas  treated 
and  the  total  area  occupied  by  sagebrush,  not  in  terms  of  the 
eitects  on  wildlife.   impacts  to  wildlife  anticipated  from 
vegetation  manipulation  projects  are  analyzed  in  the  Wildlife 
section  of  Chapter  3  of  the  DEIS. 


5-2 


£,     Issue)   need  to  Consider  Alternatives 

I 
There  are  many  alternatives  that  could  have  been  considered  in  the 
DEIS,  but  not  all  possibilities  were  included.   The  District  j 
Manager  will  decide  which  alternative  or  combination  of  alternatives 
will  be  selected  for  the  Paradise-benlo  Resource  Area.   The  bureau's 
preferred  alternative  does  not  necessarily  have  to  be  selected.   All 
or  portions  of  any  analyzed  alternative  may  be  used  within  the  range 
of  theue  alternatives.   Within  this  framework  a  broad  range  of 
impacts  were  identified.   See  discussion  on  CKMP  in  the  beginning  of 
the  Summary  in  tiie  FEIS. 


5~23   Issue:   Protection  of  Riparian  habitat 
floe  response  to  Issue  5-15. 

Q~24   Iosuei   Proposed  Kange  Improvements 

See  Errata  -  Chapter  1,  corrections  to  Tables  1-b,  1-17  and  1-20 
Footnote  ' a ■ . 

5~25   lBsue:   Protection  of  Critical  Wildlife  Habitat 

6ee  discussion  of  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

5~20  Issue:   Optimal  Number  of  Wild  Horses 

"Optimal",  db  stated,  is  taken  to  mean  maximum.   In  the  No  Livestock 
Grazing  and  Livestock  Reduction/Maximizing  Wild  horse  and  Burro 
Alternative,  maximum  allowable  numbers  of  wild  horses  wert 
anal yzed. 

5"27   l88ue:   Suitability  of  Rangeland 

Suitability  criteria  were  applied  to  acreages  analyzed  in  the  bEIS. 
For  an  explanation  of  these  criteria  see  Appendix  A,  Section  J  of 
the  DEIS  page  b-o. 

5 ~28   Iaauai   Forage  Utilization 

A  50  percent  or  less  proper  use  factor  was  applied  to  key  management 
species  In  the  DEIS.   See  DEIS  Table  1-4  for  a  breakdown  or" 
utilization  levels  or  key  management  ancles. 

5"29   Issue;   Season-of-Use  and  Grazing  Systems 

Seasons-of-use  (period-of-uee  in  the  DEIS)  were  proposed  on  ail 
allotments  (see  Ttible  1-1  In  the  DEIS).   Grazing  systems  and  their 
objectives  were  discussed  on  page  1-11  of  the  DEIS. 

5~30   lHBue'   Allocation  Plan 

In  all  alternatives,  except  Nl>  Action,  allocation  never  exceeded  thfl 
carrying  capacity  stated  in  the  DEIS. 


Response  Letter  5 


Comment  Letter   6 


5~31  lBBUei   Monitoring  and  Implementation 

See  diBCUHHlon  of  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

5*32  lBaue=   Cost  of  Protecting  Riparian  Habitat 

Coat  estlmateH  are  difficult  to  make  unless  the  locations,  methods 
and  objectives  of  riparian  habitat  protection  have  been  identified. 
These  areas  will  be  thoroughly  analyzed  and  addressed  during  the 
actual  planning  phase.   See  discussion  of  CKMP  in  the  beginning  of 
the  Summary  of  the  FEIS.   Also,  see  response  to  Issue  5-15. 

5"Ou  leauts:   Range  Improvements 

Bee  Errata  -  chapter  1,  change  of  footnote  'a'  in  Tables  1-5,  1-17, 
and  1-20. 

5~34  lasuei   Unsuitable  Areas 

Proposed  management  actlonB  were  applied  to  potentially  suitable 
areas  to  make  them  suitable  (see  Appendix  A,  Section  1f  DEIS,  page 
6-1  for  examples).  Cost  of  support  facilities  (e.g.,  water 
development)  necessary  to  improve  potentially  suitable  land  to  land 
suitable  for  grazing  were  included  in  Tables  1-5,  1-17  and  1-20  of 
the  DEIS,   For  management  cost  see  response  to  Issue  11-4. 

B**35  Issue:   Forage  Utilization 
See  response  to  Issue  5-2B 


March  24,1981 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Mr.  E.F.  Spang 

Director 
300  Booth  Street 
P.O.  Box  12000 
Reno,  NY  89520 

RE;   SAI  KV  *813O0O28   Project:   Paradise  Denio  Grazing 

Dear  Mr.  Spang: 

Attached  are   the    comments   from   the   following  affected   State  Agencies: 
Divisions   of   State   Lands,    Conservation  Districts,    Water   Planning,    State   Parks, 
Historic    Preservation  &  Archeology,    Environmental   Protection,    Water  Resources 
and  Wildlife   concerning  the   above   referenced  project. 

These   comments  constitute   the   State   Clearinghouse   review  of    this   proposal. 
Please  address   these   comments    In   the   final   or  summary   report.. 


Sincerely 


/i//6^. 


Mike   Nolan  for 

Robert   Hill 

State  Planning  Coordinator 


RH/KN/jg 
Enclosure 
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STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  COMMENTS    ON   SAI    NV    #81300028 
Paradise   Denio   Grazing  EIS 
Division  of   State   Lands 


While   the   Division  of   State   Lands    has  no  direct  comment   to   the   DEIS,    we   feel 
compelled   to  state   our  dislike   of   the  way   the   public  hearing   in  Reno  on  March 
10th  was  conducted. 

With  no  preliminary  resume'   of    proposed  action  or  alternatives   the   impression 
left  with   the   public   was   "get    this  over  as   Boon  a5   possible   with  as   little 
input   as    possible." 

Division  of   Environmental   Protection 

We   support   management   alternatives    to  use   best  management   practices    in 
upgrading   the    rangeland  and  water  resources  while  maximizing  the  use   of   area 
by  the   ranchers   and   the   public. 

Division  of  Water  Resources 

Any  diversion  and    beneficial   use   of    the  public  waters    for  the    Paradise-Denio 
grazing  management    plan  must   be    in  compliance  with   the  provisions   of   Chapters 
533  and    534  of    the    Nevada    Revised    Statutes.       The    State    of    Nevada    retains 
jurisdiction  over   the    public   waters   at   all  times. 

Department  of  Wildlife 

See  attached  comments. 

Division  of  Conservation  Districts 

See  attached  comments. 

Division  of  Water  Planning 

See  attached  comments. 

Division  of  Historic  Preservation  &  Archeology 

See  attached  comments. 

Division  of  State  Parks 

See  attached  comments. 
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TELEPHONE  (Ton  7B*-62'4 


Mr.  Mike  Nolar 

State  Clearinghouse 

Office  of  the  State  Planning  Coordinator 

Capitol  Compie;:  , 

Carson  City,  NY  89710 

Dear  Mike: 

The  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  provide  comments  on  the  Paradise-Denio  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  SAI  KV  t   81300D28. 

General  Comments 

We  find  this  EIS  to  be  generally  acceptable  in  format,  organization, 
objectivity  and  coverage  of  significant  issues.   There  are.  however,  some 
serious  omissions  concerning  wildlife  resources  which  will  oe  addressee 
in  further  detail  in  this  response.   Unless  otherwise  noted,  the  comment:- 
herein  are  directed  to  the  proposed  action  and  its  predicted  environmental 
consequences.   We  have  not  addressed  the  alternatives  in  any  detail  becaust 
we  consider  thee  to  be  either  less  desirable  than  the  proposed  action,  o: 
unrealistic  or  both. 

We  consider  the  fact  that  chukar  partridge  are  not  even  mentioned  It- 
the  DEIS  to  be  a  serious  flaw  in  this  document.   The  Paradise  and  Denic 
Planning  Units  encompass  the  most  extensive  area  of  high  quality  chukar 
habitat  and  high  density  chukar  populations  to  be  found  in  Nevada.   lr.  tosii 
the  area  under  consideration  may  well  be  the  heart  of  the  nest  chukar  habit a : 
in  North  America.   It  is  also  one  of  the  most  popalar  chukaT  hunting  are^i 
in  the  state,  supporting  on  an  annual  basis  2,000-3,000  hunters  anc  providzcj 
9,000-10,000  hunter  days  or  recreation. 

The  only  conceivable  reason  that  we  can  see  for  the  ELM  not  address\np 
this  very  important  species  is  that  they  considered  the  impacts  from  tiie 
proposed  action  to  be  negligible.   We  do  not  agree  that  this  is  the  case, 
but  even  if  it  were  so,  a  species  of  such  stature  should  be  covered  with 
a  conclusion  of  no  significant  impact.   In  our  judgement,  chuttar  partridge 
may  be  significantly  impacted  by  the  proposed  action,  especially  from  soiut- 
of  the  proposed  sagebrush  spray  projects.   An  example  is  the  Double  fc 
Mountains  which  is  top  quality  chukar  habitat  with  high  density  populations- 
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Mr.  Mike  Nolan 
March  23,  1981 


A  significant  reduction  of  brush  cover  resulting  from  extensive  herbicide 
application  would  certainly  reduce  chukar  habitat  quality  and  carrying; 
capacity  resulting  in  a  significant  deleterious  impact  to  this  species. 
We  feel  that  it  is  imperative  for  this  serious  deficiency  (omission  of 
chukar  partridge  from  the  impact  analysis)  be  corrected  in  the  final  EIS. 

This  same  situation  applies  to  several  other  significant  species 
which  occur  within  the  planning  units  including  cottontail  rabbits  and 
bobcats.   These  are  both  highly  valued  species  from  several  perspectives, 
particularly  human  use  demand;  and  therefore,  thev  should  be  addressed. 

Another  area  of  major  concern  is  that  no  impact  assessment  or  manage— 
ment  strategies  are  provided  for  important  mountain  brusn  species,  except 
aspen.   Such  species  as  mountain  mahogany  and  bitterbrush  are  very  imoortant 
to  big  game,  especially  deer,  yet  the  document  does  not  define  objectives  or 
proposed  management  strategies  for  these  species.   Again,  we  would  recommenc 
that  this  be  corrected  in  the  final  EIS. 

The  Department  is  concerned  with  three  major  identified  actions  or 
predicted  consequences  of  the  proposed  action  including  (1)  continued 
degredation  of  streams  and  riparian  ecosystems,  (2)  the  extent  of  proposed 
land  treatments  (sagebrush  control)  and  (3)  forage  allocations  for  mule  deer. 

The  EIS  adequately  identifies  the  importance  of  riparian  areas  tc 
wildlife  and  proviaes  a  good  assessment  of  the  current  condition  of  riparian 
ecosystems  including  streams.   The  document  also  properly  identifies  the 
influencing  factors  responsible  for  the  existing  conditions  and  future  trends 
of  these  significant  habitats.   The  document  fairly  states  that  the  BLK 
manual  stipulates  the  enhancement  of  sport  fisnerv  streams  to  at  least  good 
condition,  yet  the  proposed  action  offers  beneficial  impacts  to  only  three 
streams  and  only  the  potential  for  benefit  to  aspen  stands  (depending  upon 
grazing  treatments  actually  implemented).   We  recognize  the  inherent 
difficulty  of  managing  riparian  ecosystems  in  the  Great  Basin  with  the 
constraints  of  providing  for  traditional  rangeland  multiple  uses  (primarily 
livestock  grazing).   We  do  feel,  however,  that  riparian  ecosystems,  because 
of  their  extreme  value  to  wildlife  and  other  rangeland  components  and  uses, 
merit  special  management  attention.   If  the  state  of  the  art  of  range  manage- 
ment cannot  provide  for  these  areas  through  innovative  management  strategies , 
then  fencing  of  such  areas  may  be  the  only  interim  solution.   If  this  is  the 
case,  the  Department  of  Wildlife  would  recommend  that  such  action  be  taken 
on  riparian  areas  after  a  careful  case  by  case  assessment  of  individual 
areas. 

The  proposed  action  specifies  sagebrush  control  through  spraying  or  other 
means  on  140,783  acres  of  rangeland  and  seeding  on  113,966  acres.   This  will 
mean  the  eventual  eradication  of  some  254,749  acres  of  sagebrush  in  addition 
to  the  211,423  acres  of  existing  land  treatments  (Summary  Table  4)  for  a 
total  sagebrush  loss  of  466,172  acres  or  19  percent  of  this  vegetative  type. 
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Considering  the  value  of  this  vegetative  type  to  various  species  of  wildlife, 
but  especially  mule  deer  and  sage  grouse,  this  seems  excessive. 

The  Department  of  Wildlife  recommends  that  vegetal  manipulation  projects- 
be  considered  on  a  site  specific, case  by  case  basis  through  the  environmental 
assessment  process  and  in  accordance  with  supplement  No.  2  of  the  Memoranduir. 
of  Understanding  between  Nevada" Department  of  Wildlife  and  the  bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM  Manual  Section  6521. UB2b).   Such  consideration  in 
concert  with  the  wildlife  safeguards  specified  under  Livestock  Support 
Facilities  on  page  1-13  and  Standard  Operating  Procedure  No.  10  (page  1-38) 
should  help  to  preclude  significant  deleterious  impacts  to  some  important 
wildlife  species.   It  should  be  noted  that  the  Department  of  Wildlife  strongly 
supports  Standard  Operating  Procedure  No.  10  and  the  safeguards  on  page  1-13 
as  specified  in  the  EIS. 

We  further  have  very  serious  concerns  for  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
proposed  spray  and  seeding  projects  on  antelope,  chukar  partridge,  anc 
California  auail.   Such  concerns  can  only  be  properly  addressed  tnrough  a 
detailed  analysis  of  specific  projects  as  indicated  above. 

The  final  area  of  major  concern  to  this  Department  is  the  proposal  to 
allocate  forage  to  mule  deer  at  level  below  existing  numbers  by  576  animals. 
We  recognize  that  forage  is  currently  substantially  over  allocated,  and  that 
everyone  must  bear  some  of  the  burden  in  bringing  forage  utilization  in  line 
with  forage  availability.   In  this  respect,  we  do  not  stronglv  disagree  with 
the  actual  proposed  allocation,  and  in  fact,  are  particularly  satisfied  with 
the  proposed  allocation  for  antelope  and  bighorn  sheep.   Conceptually, 
however ,  we  are  somewhat  troubled  by  the  proposed  action .   An  analvsis  of 
AUM  allocations  shows  the  following: 


Class  of  Animal 


Livestock 

Big  Game 

Horses  and  Burros 


Allocation  as  Percent  of  Available  Forage 
Existing  Proposed  Action 


80.4: 
7.11 

12.5: 


83-  c: 

13.2; 

3.8: 


It  is  evident  from  this  information  that  livestock  have  been,  and  will 
continue  to  be,  allocated  the  "lion ' s  share"  of  the  available  vegetation . 
Alt no ugh  under  the  proposed  action,  livestock  will  experience  a  suDstantial 
reduction  in  total  AUM ' s  allocated,  the  percent  of  the  total  will  increase- 
Granted,  big  game  allocations  will  show  the  most  substantial  increase,  but 
this  is  only  because  the  existing  allocation  is  so  low.   In  reality  we  feel 
that  the  proposed  allocation  will  not  substantially  impact  deer,  and  unless 
the  vegetation  manipulation  projects  are  improperly  designed  and  placed  ir. 
important  deer  winter  ranges,  the  deer  resources  should  benefit  from  the 
better  overall  management  of  vegetative  resources. 
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Specific  Comments 


1.  Several  different  figures  are  presented  in  various  places  in  the 
document  concerning  tne  amount  of  land  scheduled  for  sagebrush  control. 
For  example.  Table  1-5,  page  1-12  indicates  140,783  acres;  while  the 
narrative  on  page  1-11  specifies  163.000  acres:  and  the  narrative  on 
page  3-5,  under  Soils  -  Impacts,  indicates  308,272  acres  of  seedings  and 
sagebrusn  control  which  is  not  in  concert  with  the  254,749  acre  totai 
used  in  several  places. 

2.  The  Grazing  Treatments  (page  1-8)  appear  adequate  to  address  a  broac 
array  of  management  needs,  but  the  positive  and  negative  affects  of 
each  treatment  or  combination  of  treatments  cannot  be  ascertained  until 
they  are  displayed  m  a  sequence  in  the  overall  management  svstec.   Will 
this  be  done  on  an  allotment  basis  as  AMP's  are  developed,  and  if  so, 
will  the  AMP's  be  subjected  to  public  and  agency  review  through  the  EA 
process? 

3.  The  Nevada  Department  cf  Wildlife  endorses  and  strongiv  supports  tne 
Inherent  Requirements  as  listed  on  pages  1-32  and  1-38  and  39  under 
Standard  Operating  Procedures. 

4.  Page  1-41,  Table  1-23,  identifies  22,126  AUM's  for  reasonable  numbers 
of  wildlife.   This  is  the  only  place  where  this  figure  is  identified 
in  the  document.   Is  it  an  accurate  figure,  and  if  so,  does  tht 
differnece  between  this  figure  and  the  16,237  AUM's  initial  allocation 
equal  the  578  deer  for  which  forage  is  not  allocated? 

5.  The  Wildlife  Section  in  chapter  2,  Affected  Environment,  is  well  done 
except  for  tne  omission  of  several  important  species  such  as  chuka: 
partridge,  cottontail  rabbit  and  bobcat. 

6.  Page  3-13,  paragraph  3.   A  statement  indicates  that  the  projected  increase 
in  AUM's  would  be  a  beneficial  impact  in  many  respects  and  would  eventualiv 
result  in  increased  numoers  of  wild  norses  and  livestock.   Why  is  wildlife 
not  also  included  with  livestock  and  horses'! 

7.  Page  3-26,  paragraph  2.   We  question  the  expected  50  percent  increase  of 
sage  grouse  and  quail  populations.   With  the  significant  potential  for 
overall  increase  in  vegetative  diversity  and  density,  some  increase  ir. 
these  populations  would  appear  likely;  however,  continued  degradation 

of  riparian  habitats  and  potential  impacts  from  sagebrush  control  mignt 
well  offset  the  benefits  of  Detter  upland  range  management.   because  tht- 
location  of  some,  and  mayoe  many  key  sage  grouse  habitat  components 
(strutting  grounds  and  wintering  grounds)  have  not  been  documented,  the 
potential  for  impact  to  this  resource  is  real,  even  when  applying  the 
innerent  requirements  and  safeguards  as  specified  in  the  E1S. 
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8.  Appendix  A,  page  6-9.   It  does  not  seem  quite  fair  to  big  game  to  allocate 
vegetation  in  surplus  of  big  game  reasonable  numbers  in  anv  allotment  to 
livestock  and  horses,  but  then  not  compensate  for  big  game  AUM  deficiencies 
in  any  allotment  by  providing  those  AUM's  in  an  adjacent  allotment.   In 
tnoses  cases  where  the  big  game  herd  unit  would  be  expected  to  benefit  from 
the  compensated  allocation  in  an  adjacent  allotment,  this  should  be  done. 

9.  Appendix  D,  pages  6-17  and  6-18.   No  mention  is  made  in  the  Project  Design 
Features  of  the  special  provisions  for  sage  grouse  and  deer  as  specified 
in  Inherent  Requirements  10,  under  Standard  Operating  Procedures,  or  in 
the  safeguards  listed  on  page  1-13.   These  stipulations  should  be  included 
here. 


Under  Guidelines  For  Use  of  Herbicides  On  Public  Land, 
guideline  should  follow  supplement  No.  2  to  the  MOO. 


item  6) ,  this 


We  hope  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  find  these  suggestions 
and  comments  helpful  in  improving  the  final  EIS  and  in  developing  land  use 
decisions  which  will  provide  for  the  needs  of  wildlife  and  other  multiple  uses 
on  the  public  rangelands  in  the  Paradise  and  Denio  Planning  Units. 

Sincerely, 

JOSEPH    C.    GREENLEi,    DIRECTOI- 


Dale   V.    Lockarc 
Acting   Director 


WM:pw 


Game  and  Fisheries  Division 
Region  I,  II,  and  III 
Front  Desk 
Paul  Bottari 
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7-"|  iBBuei   Analysis  of  impacts  to  Chukar 

*'""""  Impacts  to  chukar  habitat  can  be  mitigated  to  some  extent 
under  "standard  Operating  Procedure  10,"  page  1-3B,  and  the 
"Guidelines  lor  Use  of  Herbicides  on  Public  Land,"  page  6-17,  of  the 
DEIS.   Chukar  partridge  were  not  addreaeed  In  the  DEIS  because 
significant  Impacts  to  this  species  resulting  from  Implementation  of 
the  alternatives,  including  the  Proposed  Action,  were  not 
anticipated. 

The  proposal  to  apply  herbicides  to  reduce  brush  may  have  a 
significant  Impact  on  this  species  in  the  Double  H  Mountains. 
Should  this  proposal  be  brought  forth  through  the  chhp  process  (Bee 
CKMP  discussion  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEISI ,  a 
site-specific  environmental  assessment  will  be  completed  and 
mitigating  measures  considered  prior  to  on-the-ground  treatment. 

7-2  Issue i   Analysis  of  Impacts  to  Bobcats  and  Cottontail  Rabbits 

Affects  to  bobcats  and  cottontail  rabbits  will  be  analyzed  on  a 
aite-ei>eciflc  basis  through  environmental  assessments  as  land 
treatment  proposals  are  brought  forth  through  the  CRMP  process. 
Safeguards  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts  to  these,  as  well  as  other 
species,  ate  considered  in  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (DEIS 
Chapter  1).   Coordination  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  on  management  actions  affecting 
these  species  will  take  place  prior  to  implementation. 

7-3  Issue;   Management  Strategies  for  Mountain  Brush  Species 

Management  strategies  for  mountain  brush  species  were  discussed  in 
the  Grazing  Treatments  section  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  Page  1-8. 
Although  not  specifically  stated,  Treatment  1  would  enhance  curlleaf 
mountain  mahogany  and  antelope  bl tterbruuh.   Treatment  2 
Bpeclflcaliy  states  that  "mountain  browse"  will  be  helped. 
Treatment  3  also  would  ennance  mahogany  and  bltterbruah  but  theae 
species  are  not  specifically  listed.   Impact  assessment  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  in  the  UEIS  on  mountain  browse 
would  be  premature  since  the  specific  grazing  tieatment  prescribed 
for  a  given  location  has  not  yet  bean  determined.   Proper  treatment 
selection  will  be  part  of  forthcoming  activity  plane  developed 
through  the  CRMP  process  (Bee  discussion  on  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of 
the  Summary  in  the  EEIS). 


7-4  Issue:   Protection  of  Riparian  Habitat 
See  response  to  Issue  5-15. 


7~5  Issue;   Mule  Deer  Numbers 

The  DEIS  has  addressed,  by  allotment,  a  forage  allocation  for  mule 
deer  equal  to  the  existing  and  projected  carrying  capacities  of  the 
available  vegetation.   It  waa  recognized  that  the  allocation  would 
be  a  Btarting  point.   Monitoring  will  be  used  to  determine  the 
effects  grazing  Bystema  and  allocations  have  on  available  vegetation 
tor  mule  deer.   permanent  increases  In  excess  of  the  projections 
made  in  the  DEIS  could  be  used  to  reduce  this  deficiency  on  a 
caae-by-case  basis. 


7"6  Issue;   Incorrect  Acreages 

See  Errata  -  chapter  1  and  Chapter  z. 


7-7  Issue;   Review  of  Allotment  Management  Plans 

Allotment  management  planB  will  be  developed  through  the  CRMP 
process.   See  dlscuaslon  of  CRMP  In  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  In 
the  EEIS.   An  opportunity  for  input  into  treatments  would  be 
afforded  at  that  time.   proposed  grazing  and  vegetation  manipulation 
treatments  will  be  analyzed  through  the  environmental  asaessment 
process.   It  la  district  policy  that  all  environmental  aaeeosments 
pertaining  to  activity  plans  be  sent  to  the  state  Clearinghouse  for 
review. 


7-8  Issue;   Big  Game  Reasonable  Numbma 

The  proposed  allocations  of  available  vegetation  were  considered  for 
analyulB  purposes  only.   Progreas  towards  satisfying  the  forage 
demand  of  reasonable  numbers  will  be  a  management  objective  in 
future  activity  plans.   Euture  use  adjustments  will  be  made  based  on 
monitoring,  CRMP  recommenda t lona  and  according  to  Bureau  policy. 


7-9  Issue;   Beneficial  Impact  to  Wildlife 


Wildlife  should  have  been  included  In  this  paragraph.   The  effects 
of  the  management  practices  on  wildlife  are  analyzed  in  the  Wildlife 
section  on  DEIS  page  3- IB.    See  Eriata  -  chapter  3. 
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7-10  IseutJi   Exceas  Available  Vegutatlon  Allocation 

Thu  procedure  uuoJ  to  aaaoaa    big  game  domand  wsb  developed  in 
cooperation  with  thu  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  and  wau  in 
accordance  with  bureau  policy.   The  upeciflc  actions  warranted  to 
realize  improved  habitat  conditions  tor  increased  big  game 
populations  will  Hollow  implementation  of  activity  plane. 

7*1  1   Ieauei   Project  Deeign  Features 

The  requirements  aa  listed  under  "Guidellnea  For  Use  of  Herbicides 
on  Public  Land,"  DEIS,  page  b-17,  will  afford  eateyuarda  to 
wildlife,  Bpeclflcally  under  Items  1,  2,    6  and  y.  TIibbb  guidellnea 
will  be  followed  in  addition  to  applicable  items  in  the  "Standard 
Opera tiny  ProcedureB." 


ROBFKT  irr> 


8-1 

8-2 
8-3 
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STATE  OF  NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION   AND   NATURAL   RESOURCES 
DIVISION  OF  CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS 


CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW 


SAI  NV#813O0028 

Paradise  Denio  Grazing  DEI5 


This  draft  Grazing  EIS  is  in  many  wavs  an  improvement  over  earlier  draft  Grazing 
EIS's.   For  example,  the  data  base  is  still  poor  in  many  ways,  but  there  is  here 
at  least  a  recognition  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  data  base  and  a  commitment  tc 
seek  better  data. 

There  are  some  organizational  and  editing  problems  with  the  draft  that  should  be 
corrected.   The  table  of  contents  should  have  more  page  numbers  listed  (for  exampj  i. 
there  are  no  listed  page  numbers  between  page  3-5  and  page  3-53j .   The  maps  should 
have  numbers  on  them  to  correspond  to  the  numbers  listed  in  the  table  c:  contents. 
The  plant  listed  as  Cyxnopterus  corrugatus  on  page  2-7  is  replaced  by  Caaianthus 
barnebvi  on  map  #10.   Map  i'3    {Vegetation  Types)  labels  category  008  (white;  as 
"Barren";  this  category  includes  all  the  private  irrigated  lands  in  the  area  and 
should  be  labeled  "Other"  -  irrigated  lanas  are  certainly  not  barren.   Map  fit- 
(Wild  horse  and  Burro  Use  Areas)  does  not  explain  what  a  "proposed  herd  managespent 
area   is,  as  compared  to  a  "proposed  herd  use  area."  nor  does  the  text  help.   Hap 
#11  (Livestock  Vegetation  Condition)  is  of  unclear  meaning;  even  alter  reading 
the  ^text,  the  reader  cannot  be  sure  what  is  meant  bv  "livestock  vegetation  cofsaa 
tio^.  '   Does  this  mean  that  the  vegetation  is  of  types  suitable  for  livestock,  ■?■*■ 
is  in  good  condition,  or  both,  or  something  else? 

This  agency  has  consistently  objected  to  the  range  suitability  criteria  utilize- 
by  ELM;  these  criteria  are  used  here  agaxn,  ano  we  still  consider  them  objcctionsbit 
Rather  than  blind  use  of  a  set  of  overly  simplistic  criteria,  the  ELM  should  devtlo: 
a  more  sophisticated  and  flexible  model  for  managemen:  of  multiple-use  rsipelands 
based  on  consideration  of  the  entire  ecosystem  and  all  of  its  complex  interreU- 
tionships. 

Better  analysis  of  resource  condition  trend  over  time  remains  a  exi.ti.Csd   peed 
At  least  here  (p.  2-9)  the  BLM  admits  that  their  data  consist  largely  of  visual 
impressions  only.   These  data  must  be  improved. 


Comment  Letter  8 


Response  Letter  8 


Soil  surveys  of  the  area  must  be  completed  as  rapidlv  as  possible.   Range 
improvement  work  will  depend  upon  soil  characteristics.   We  expect  that  some 
of  the  areas  shown  here  for  possible  seeding  projects  have  soils  that  will  not 
support  those  projects:  if  brush  is  stripped  from  tnese  areas,  the  soils  will 
be  left  unprotected  and  erosion  will  occur.   On  the  other  hand,  we  also  expect 
that  soil  surveys  would  show  additional  areas  with  potential  for  seeding  oroiects. 

This  agency  is  pleased  to  see  the  BLM's  commitment  to  coordinated  resource 
management  and  planning  added  to  the  grazing  EIS.   Hopefully  future  monitoring 
ana  coordinated  planning  work  will  improve  the  data  base,  tne  management 
criteria,  and  the  quality  of  management  decisions. 


g-1  Iaauei   Plant  Nines  and  Vegetation  Types  Map 
Boo  Errata  -  Chapter  2, 

8-2  Ibbub,   Proposed  Hard  Management  Areas  and  Herd  use  Areas 

See  Gloaaary  of  the  DEIS,  page  7-2.  tor  an  explanation  of  these 
1 tems . 

8-3  Issue:   Livestock  Vegetation  Condition 

See  response  to  Issue  5-20. 
8-4  laauisi   Condition  Trend  Data 

See  discussion  of  CHHP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS 
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STATE  OF  KHU 

ADDRESS    REPLY   TO 
DIVISION   OF   WATER    PLANNING 
ZOI  S    FALLSTREET,  NVEBLDG 

CAPITOL   COMPLE* 
CARSON    CITY.   NEVADA       8B7IC 


TELEPHONE    1702)   885-1877 


JAMES   P    MAWKE 


March    13,    19a: 


Nevada    State   Clearingnouse 

via:      Department    of    Conservation    and   Natural    Resources 


FROM:  James   P.    Havke,    Administrator^ 

SUBJECT:       5AI   NY    S61300026:      Paradxse-Denio    Grazing  EIS 

Tne  above   referenced  document   has  been   reviewed    and    is    found   to  be  consistent  with    the 
State  Water  Resource-    Plan.       The  proposed    action    is    giver,    conditional    support    as    out- 
lined  below. 

1.  Development   of   water   resources    should  be   consistent    with    the 
state  water   law  procedure. 

2.  Improved  watershed  management,    soil    erosion   programs,    and 
riparian  habitat    improvement    programs   snould  utilize   Dractice? 
identified    in   the    state's  Best   Manaoement    Practices    (BMP)    Handbook. 

The  proposed    action    indicates    tnat  present   auis's    allocated   to  biq 
game   amount   of    16,667.       In   tne  year    202-5,    a    total  of   17,387    aum's 
are    indicated    as   allocated  to  big   game,    however    it  has    also  beer, 
stated    that  bighorn  sheep  would   be   re- introduced  into    the   area. 
Would   this  mean   that    the  antelope  population   in   the    area  will   be 
reduced? 
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\^7"7A\  THE    NEVADA    DIVISION    OF    HISTORIC    PRESERVATION    AND    ARCHEOLOGY 

201   South  Fall  Street  —   Nve  Building  —  Room  113  —  Carson  City.   Nevada     89710 


(SZTk 


MIMI  RODDEN    Administrate 


Telephone  {7021  885-5138 


ROLAND  D.  WESTERGARD.  Director 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION  AND  NATURAL  RES0URCE5 

ROBERT  LIST 
GOVERNOR 

February   19,    1981 
MEMORANDUM 

TO:         Bob  Hill,  Planning  Coordinator 

FROM:       Division  of  Historic  Preservation  &  Archeology 

SUBJECT:     Conments  Concerning  SA1  NV#  81300028  -  Paradise-Denio  Grazing 


The  Division  has  reviewed  the  DEIS  for  the  above  referenced  project.   We  con- 
cur with  the  finding  that  the  project  would  have  no  effect  on  cultural  re- 
sources eligible  to  the  National  Register.   The  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  and  Divisional  files  have  been  researched  and  no  properties  listed  on 
or  pending  nomination  to  the  Register  are  located  in  or  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  project  area. 

Although  cultural  resources  in  the  project  area  are  probably  eligible  to  the 
National  Register,  the  project  will  have  "no  effect"  on  the  resources. 

A  copy  of  this  letter  should  be  retained  in  the  project  file  as  documentation 
of  consultation  as  required  under  36CFR,Part  800.4. 
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As  was  inoieatec 
EIS  should  ar..\-;-- 
or,  the  lands.  « 
to  be  adoressed 


lr..  cjr  r.arcr  .  .-  . 
-.c  tne  iirparts  or. 

•creatie-r  was  c- 
:ith  some  dets  ;  \  . 


19£.;  ico'in-  Conmer. 
Dtner  use=  that.  cz.r. 


not  sufficiently  address  rcrreatim 
recreatior.  discussed.   It  does  no-r| 
the  affects  of  the  new  feneaue. 


a  c*l-  - 
pes   of 


address    disoersea    r 
Tne    197c-  rr,a~    published    b"    tr.^ 
U.S.    Fish   and  Wildlife   Service.    "Habitat  Conditions  cf    ?ishai>ie 
Streams'",    indicates   more    streams    ir.    tne    area    tr.a:    crisis    fce    c: 
concern    tnan   are    shown    in    tne    EI£ .       There    is   nc   ^r.r.ic-    oi    tr.? 
protection    of    Blue    Lake    and    its    recreation    valtis.      There    is   nt 
mention    of    the   protection   of    the   Wirjieniucca  Sar.d  L-unes. 

The  EIS  has  an  estimate  of  200. 000  .plus  visitor  days  using  tr.-e 
area  dunna  trie  year.  Kith  this  hi  an  use  there  should  be  some 
idea  of  the  otner  types  of  use  other  thar.  fisr.mr  and  nantiM. 
The  conflicts  that  are  brouaht  out  ':r.  nur.tmc  and  fismnc  ciust 
sure  ly    carry   over    intc    ctr.er    recreation    activities. 


The  EIS  or.  paae  3-45  indicates  a  conflict  with  Forest  Servic 
arazinc  times.  It' seems  that  sin:e  the  cre-Jiic  cccures  c.\  E. 
and  Forest .Service  lands.  Federal  lands,  that  tnere  waul 
some  effort  to  coordinate  a  total  crazin-  plan  with  tne 
Service    that   would  have   oeen    agreeable    to  botr.  parties. 


ave    Deer. 


Lastly,     the    EIS    indicate?    s   miaaet    need  ar.d    increase;   sta.i    nee~    t; 
implement   tne  plan.      Kith   tne   current  head   cf   the  uep-artesent  :  :" 
the    Interior   will    there    De    the    oudcec   and   authorization    of    increase 
staff?      If    tnere    is    not    a   ouaaet    and  staff    increase    will    tni    trssir. 
Plan    still    oe    im^ieiner.tefir 


Briefly ,    we    believe    out    comment?    tr 
still    valid   and    sho-jld    be    mccrpcra 


198'-- 


o  division  of  the  Department  of  Conservation  and  Katurai  Resources 
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C31,b5  {?.! 


Roland  IVestcrgard 

Jay  Meierdierck 

PAHADI5E-DENIO  E1S  AND   MFP  SCOPING 


f.jarch    13,   ISSn 


The  Division  of  State  Parks  reviewed  and  commented  on  s  sitniiiar  scoping 
document  in  November  1979  for  the  Pa.-adise-Denio  Planning  Area. 
Apparently  there  has  been  confusion  over  the  planning:  process  as  indicated 
by  postponement  and  cancelation  of  meeting  and  request  for  comments. 
Following  are  the  effect?  on  our  plans  and  programs,  inducing  comments 
sent   previously. 

Since  the  grazing  FIS  will  allocate  the  vegstive  resources,  the  water,  lsnd 
use  and  other  resources,  for  the  3.S  million  seres  of  BLM  administee"  land 
for  the  next  33  years,  the  Division  of  State  Parks  feels  the  statement 
should  include  an  analysis  of  impacts  on  the  otner  multiple  uses. 
Specifically,  recreation  is  not  mentioned  as  a  significant  nor  nonsignificant 
issue. 


roation 
to  protect 


Located  with  the  Planning  Area  is  the  Blue  Lake  or  Pine  Forest  1- 
ri.magement  Area.     This  area  Should  be   maintmned   or  enlar: 
Blu*  Lake  and   the  surrounding  recreational  lanrs. 

The  proposed  Desert  Netional  ^ornie  Trail  ■■■ould  if-oect  e  come-  (nortnwest) 
of  the  Planning  Unit.  The  P«pri  Trail  is  a  sip"::":eB->t  psr!  o:  th-  Nevane 
State  Trail  System,  being  one  o:  three  crcss-stiito  tWOs  find  the  crl- 
foot-equ€-stri3n  trail.  The  enact  routing  is  tax  fi-a:.z?cr  but  the  *Tpp  L?y. 
ET5  should  further  refine  a  corridor.  ThD  route  crrrentlv  bror-esed  would 
enter  Nevsda  at  Denic  and  then  ?o  vest  into  til**  Sr.:idcn  National  V.ild]ife 
P.cfuge,  possibly  at  Thousand  Cr»el:  Gorge  or 
distance  in  the  Planning   Unit   tvouSd 


be  a-jo 


Bis-; 

hale. 


The    total 


12  rr.iles. 


Vi'innemucCT  San  Dunes,  a  proncsed  Ration*!  Natural  Lencmark,  are  located 
within  the  planning  unit.  These  dunes  receive  high  recreational  use  as 
well  as  scientific  study.  They  should  receive  omtetttiv  management  to 
maintain   these   uses. 

Cultural  Resources  are  listed  in  the  EIS  sccDinc  document  as  a  nonsignificant 
issue.  Yet  a  1968  study  by  the  State  Park  System  icentifiad  21  sites  in 
Humboldt  Cour.ty  on  the  bssis  of  their  historic  significance  end  potential 
use  for  restoration,  preservation  or  marking  as  a  means  of  interpreting 
Sevads's  history  to  the  public.  Further  information  en  these  sites  can  be 
obtained  from  the  Nevada  Division  of  Historic  Preservation  end  Archaeology. 
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Paradise-Denio  EIS  and  MFP  Scooi-t- 
Page  2 


The  most  prevelant  form  of  recreation  ir.  the  area  is  -dispersed  recreation'' 
which  includes  activities  such  as  rock-pouncing,  exploring,  OHV,  etc  This 
type  of  recreation  should  be  given  eonsiceration  in  the  MFP.'  It  may  b' 
expected  to  drastically  incrr.«se  as  iarre  areas  of -soutneastem  Nevarit 
:    wioespreac.    are    taken    over   by    "'-a    development. 


where    this    activitv 


Disaster   Peak,   which   used   to  be  a 
Icr  eonsiceration  as  as  National   »f 
of  Disaster  Peak  shoasc  protect  its 


.atu.-nl  Area,  has  been  recommenced 
irai  Landmark.  Planning  in  the  am 
istursi   fo.ilurcs. 


i  rough  Springs  Raised  Hoc  laborcximateiv  •  acre',  is  anotner  oroposec 
National  Natural  Landmark.  It  has  survives  manv  year?  of  reruiated  one 
unregulated  grazing.  Hup  more  intensive  competition  for  irater  bv  livestoc- 
and  others,   it  should  prcbebiv  be  fence.:. 

Anotne-  potential  Landmark-  is  .Continents!  Lake.  !t  is  unlikely  that  nn- 
proposed  action  would  Pcvehse!;.-  i-pact  Continental  Ls.ce,  but  nonetheless 
it   should  be  rccomif^'v;  and  co-.s:r?rec. 


Planning   around   the  Santa    Posa   u.ni 
continue  public  access   to  the   forest. 


.ational   Forest  should 


The  recently  completed  v.-ilderiess  inventory  si-culd  be  inc'ud=t!  i.-  the  '.'■-*> 
ar.d   grazing   E!S,   so   actions  rto  net   impact   future   i,iide-ness   pessibiiities. 

The      Little      Humboldt      Rive-      nrs     p~-i      inv- toried     -,..     lne     tiCTittrgc 
Conservation  and  Recreaticr  Service.   O.-oart,-— .    .- ;  interior   as  a  natura 
=nd  free  flowing  river,  vith  .potential  for  Wild  ar.u  Scenic  Rive- \cesienatici 
Planning  shcuic  maintain  this  status. 

Highway  2PC,  through  Paradise  V.-iie-  ha?  beer  proved  as  p  s~;nie  hi<diwav 
by  Nevada  Department  of  IrmirDcrtj-iK.  This  status  should  oe  orct»ct°"- 
also. 

And  finally  there  ere  numerous  picnic,  fishing  anci  minting  sites  that  should 
be  maintained  for  recreational  us( . 


JMiev 
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"^-■j  Issue.   Identification  of  Fishabla  streams* 

Any  atreams  omitted  from  the  DEIS  either  had  abaolutely  no  fiahing 
potential  or  that  part  suitable  to  support  a    fishery  was  located  on 
the  Humboldt  National  Koreut. 

I  1  "2  Issue:   Impacta  to  Blue  Lake  and  Winnemucca  Sand  Dunes 

Impacts  were  only  discussed  if  they  were  determined  to  be 
significant  or  it  a  question  or  potential  significant  impact  was 
identified  during  scoping.   Therefore,  Blue  Lakes  and  Winnemucca 
Sand  Dunes  were  not  discussed  in  the  EIS  because  the  analysis 
determined  that  these  areas  would  not  be  impacted  by  the 
alternatives,  including  the  proposed  action. 

1  1 " 3     Issue;   Visitor  bays 

The  estimation  of  200,000  visitor  days  is  a    best  estimate.   With  the 
exception  of  hunting  and  fishing,  the  Winnemucca  District  does  not 
have  enough  reliable  use  data  to  break  this  figure  down  accurately. 

"|"|-H   Issue:   funding  and  Manpower 

For  the  purpose  of  this  analysis  certain  basic  assumptions  were 
made.   One  of  these,  in  the  DEIS,  page  3-2,  number  13,  was  that 
funding  and  manpower  would  be  available  to  implement  Intensive 
grazing  management  (allotment  management  plana)  and  associated 
livestock  support  facilities.   This  would  include  costs  for  such 
actions  as  wildlife,  wild  horse  and  burro  management  and  the 
lmplementat  ton  of  monitoring . 

"1  "|  — 5   iabU,i:   Recreational  Potential 

Many  comments  in  the  scoping  letter  are  out  of  date  because  of 
decisions  made  since  the  scoping  process.   The  National  Park  Service 
rejected  the  idea  of  a  National  Desert  Trail  and,  according  to  the 
scoping  letter  from  the  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 
dated  April  22,  1980,  the  only  currently  proposed  National  Natural 
Landmark  in  the  Winnemucca  District  is  the  alack  hock  Desert. 
Cultural  resources  and  wilderness  were  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIS 
and,  in  every  alternative  except  No  Action,  the  north  fork  of  the 
Little  Humboldt  should  improve  significantly  with  regard  to  aquatic 
habitat , 

In  conclusion,  all  recreational  activities  will  be  taken  into 
consider at  ion  in  future  CRMP  recommendations  and  their  subsequent 
use  in  the  planning  process. 
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nee, 


Karch   25,   19: 1 
Krcr_  Bill   and  Dale   DeLon: 
Eor  105&,   Winner-ucca,   -*evada   £9^+5 

Tc:  E.L.:.. 

Answer  to;  Faradise/Denic  Envir-sental  Impact  Sta-en:ent--.rai , 

TUe  District  Kanarer  once  tela  a  crcvd,  that  the  ten  ir.  '-.is 
"Gratinr  District  IT2"  ve -e  the  "rrightest  people  ir.  Winr.e_ucca. . 
"hey  were  all  experts  in  their  fields,  -cv,  it  does  seer  a  s.-.ane  pr.ap 
the'  ordinary  citizen  in  this  district  has  to  show  then  their  nistr.:e. 

While  nest  of  your  cats,  only  show  the  location  of  2  (two,  ranches 
around  Jackson  hcuntams,  there  are  ir.  fact  16  or  17  farcies  living 
on  the  nine  ranches  locaied  aro.rd  the  nour.tair-. 

LA:3  STTUS  KAP:  (enclosed  nap,. 

Deeded  Land  Kot  Shown.  All  of  Sec.  2*t,  _U3CE.,T.HO.;. 

SWt  S"-*i  o*  5ec-  19-  3-312.,  I-  LiC:;- 


3.31S. 


3C  A.  cf  KWf  KEt  Sec.  25,  7.kCV, 
EH0F03ES  ACTIO..;  (KaT  enclosed; 

#1.  5   or  6  niles  cf  fence  on  the  very  top  of  the  ccizitair.,  tr.ru 
Pi-  .  reek  Basin  would  he  so  costl  -  ' o  build  and  naintain.  Besides 
tearinr  ur  the  nesdev  and  building  arcsd  tc  the  site,  you  would  then 


:e  ore-tin; 


ur 


-.cle  ares 


Fcr  Ercune  ir-vei. 


j?2.  These  fences  are  net  in  the  right  areas,  if  fences  are 
thev  should  "re  altitude  fences  not  cross  country  fences. 


in, 


well 


A  pipeline  cut   cf  Donna  Shea   Spring   would  te  "tret 


Brescribed  Burning:    .These   areas   on   the  we. 
don't   have    all   that  zuch  brush    tc  hum. 


side    cf   «acl-:scr.  l.cv 


L1V.._>_?CC-L  RBDUCIiC-i/  KAXtl-3  £IKG  W..LD  H&F.53.  AR->  _-"---.  X: 

1    sure   hate    to   se-:    r~   here    turned    over   to   the  Wild  Mores   an: 


burros. 


RA2:C-E  FAC1L1I1F_S  A-O  LAirD   2ri.~IKBliJ?S,    BL.L.-.I'il.G: 

»cne   cf  your  fences   are   correct  around  Jac.-:scn  )-.-  :tain.   Ranches 
not    sr.cvn  ar-i   Alexander,    Settle   Creek,   happy   Creek,    jeer   Creek, 
i.ary    Sloan  and   Jackson  Creek.    Besides  fenced   fields   at   Sweeney 
Field   and  Bottle  Creek.   Ranch-- s   net    shewn  as  fenced   are  Levers  Barn, 
Trc.  ."  Zreeiz.,  Willow  Creek  and  Ipper  Happy  Creek. 


Corrals  not   shown   are  Winter   Car 


Hot   Springs,   Roc 


-.T-_.c-.er 


Well,   cattle   Snake,    res   "art.,   hcrnan  Dan  and  settle   Creek  Corral. 

Reservoirs  not   shewn   are  Sz_.okey   Spring,   Red  Butte,   Eot  Spring,   Donna 
Shea,    Fish   Fond   and  Bliss   Canyon. 

Well   and   Trough   shown  as  a   spring   is  Salt  Well.    Winter  Cautp  has 
a   corral,   Windhill  and  trough.    Gavica  Well  has   corral,   wj-id-_.ll, 
trourh   and  resevoir. 

Water   Troughs  not   shewn  are;    Snokey   Sprinr,    For  Farn,   _rush  Basin, 
Railroad   Spring,    rebel    Spring,    V.'oodca_T.p,    South    Spring,    Be.    spring, 
Mew  iears  Canyon,    Write  Feint   Spring,    Rattle    Snaice    String    and 
Black  Canyon. 
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Kerch  2£,  1931 

Frcr.:   Eill   and  Dale  DeLor.r 

Ecx  1C5~,   Winnenucca,   Kevada  39M\e 

Continued:  Tc  E.L.M. 

Water   troughs  not   shown  are:    Snckey   Spring,   Fox  Farr.,   Brush  Basin, 
Railroad  Sprint,   Kofcel   Spring,   v.coacari,    Scut:;-  Spring  ,   r.ot   Spring, 
Eew  lears  Canycr.,   White   FEdnt   Spring ,   Rattle   Snake   Spring   and 
Black  Canyon. 

Windnills  not   shown:   Hard  *an,   Winter  Gasp,   Cereal  Well  has   a 
trourh  and  resevt.r   toe,   ;;crth  Bottle   Greek  Butte  Well   has   a  trough, 
Presnol  Well  and  Eiden  Flaya  Wells   roth  have   a  trough. 

There  real/  is  nc  reascr.  for   all   the  Eistakes   shown  cr.  the  nap   of 
RAEGE  FACILITIES  AND  LAND   TREATMENTS  EBISflSB:    Bill,    John,    Tin    and 
Dale  DeLon"   r;-~e    several   trips   to   the   ji.L.h.    office   and   shewed   the 
B.L.h.   perscnai   en  large   scale  Ears  where   and  what  kind   cf[  water 
developments  existed   in  this   area  cf  Jackscn  Mountain. 


VEGETATION   TYPES:    you  left   cut 
£001   Grass,    sc  nary  hinds   of   rr 
The   reseeded   areas  ycu  cut   in' 


Sloan  Basin, 
sne     you   spy  GRASS,  what   are   they? 


This  nap  locks   like   a   pairt   by  nunber   picture  dene   by   z  fctindh   of 
kindergarten,  kids.   Ycu  don't   even  have   sagebrush   areas  right. 

EAE1IAT  CCICDITION   CF  FIEBABLE   STREAMS  AND   SEXSXXIVE  FLAMTS:    This 
is   silly,    the  *  two  excellent  fishing   slrears   en  your  nap  are  Mary 
Sloan  and  Boulder  Creek,    roth  dry  up   tc   theoouth   of  the  canyon  rest 
years.    Jackscn  Creek  was  a   pood  fishinr    strer.-.  until   a   couple   cf 
cloudburst  hit   it   several  years   ape. 

SENSITIVE  PLANTS:    I   can't  find   these   plants   listed  in  the   plant- 
list   sent  ne  ty  the  University.    Does  ^  £.    ^ryctes  nevadensis  cear. 
a  native  Kevada  blue  grass': 

LIYESTCCE  VEGETATION  GCirCITICN:  Why  put  horses  on  Jackscn  Mountain 
if  it's  such  poor  feed.  Tr.is  cap  contradicts  vegetation  types  Ears 
as   tc  feed  in  Desert  Valley.  ' 

RANGE   STUDIES:    ENCLOSURES.    Sec   25   or   36    (I'm  net    sure   fo  lecfatior, 
en  yrur  nap)    3.    3E   E.    T.    39H.    Anyway   the   fenced    in   plots  ncrith    cf 
paradise  Eill   station  the  west   side   cf  Ewy  95.    I've  made  note   cf   this 
a    sever,        .eetinrs   and   ask  what    the    study   data  en   ip  was.    Nc   one 
cf   the  EB.::.   perscnai  knew  anything   about  it.    Sc,   what  is   the   stcrv 
on  these  fenced   plots; 

EIG   GAME  USE  AREAS  KuXE  DEE?;:    Alt-.c  you   show  only  two  ranches   around 
-Jackscn  Mountain,    there  are  eitht  ranches  with  i'rrigat  on   Dumps 
which  keep   the  fields  green  and  lush  far  into  fall.   Kanv  fiwns   are 
corn  in  these  fields.    The  deer  know  this   and  each  ranch"  has  nany 
deer  in  their  fields.   FTcE^obersavaticr.  the  deer  winter   in  the  "south 
slopes  cf   the  foot  hills,   j.  know  the  deer  liver  year  around   on  or   in 
the  "ackscn  ^-ountain.   your  nap  doesn't   show  it. 


ElG  GAME  OSB  AREAS  ANTELOPE  AND  EIGN.ORM    rTEBF:    Antelope 
range   shown  isn't  the  only  place   they   spay  year   around. 


yer 


1  cng 


12-7 


tc  ce  rencvec 
have  fcur.:' 


:.BC;X  CATEGORIES: 


March  2£,  19: : 
Frcn:  ^ill  and  Dale  DeLcr.g 
Box  10>e,  Wiimenucca,  Nevada  69^45 

Continued:  Tc  E.i.M. 

WILD  R"CESE  AID  EVEEC  USE  AREAS:  Fence  project  j?  ^559 
There  are  no  wild  horses  cr  burros  near  this  area.  We 
this  fence  nost  helpful!  to  prevent  over  grazing. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  CLASSES  AID  WILDERirEES  IKTTi 
Both  maps  are  ideas  ±   do  not  like. 

Ire  predicitions  to  the  year  202^  is. hard  to  swallow. 

After  living  on  the  Jackscn  Creek  Randh  (KV  020-6C2)  for  ever  kC   vears, 
i  know  no  one  ccul ,.  have  forcasp  the  changes  that  have  occoured  ir 
that  tine.  Births  and  deaths,  Rur-1  Power,  telephones,  black  tc- 
roads,  irrigaticr.  wells  that  have  cade  £   it  nossitle  to  rrcw  ncre 
forage  en  each  ranch.  Cloudburst  and  fires,  rood  Ecisture  vears 
anc  cad,  late  fuost  and  earlv  frosts  have  Eade  Barry  di'r'"e^e""ei  «---._♦ 
nc  nne  could  fcrtell.  E.L.M.  hasn't  learned  po  ccrtrcl"tCe"we=p-e-" 
yet;  " 
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"|2"1  Issue t   Map  Discrepancies 

Maps  used  In  the  DEIS  were  included  as  references.   They  are  to  be 
used  ii  a  basis  for  comparison  of  the  alternatives  Including  the 
proposed  action  and  the  existing  situations.   Because  of  the  small 
scale  of  these  maps  (.1  Inch  equalB  one  mile  or  1j663,00u)  it  iB 
extremely  difficult  to  ehow  exact  locations.   Large  scale  maps, 
(e.g.,  one  inch  equal  one  mile)  will  be  used  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  any  management  plans  or  range  improvements. 

12*2  lesuei   Grass  Types 

see  Table  2-2,  DEIS,  page  2-5,  for  an  explanation  of  vegetation  type 
composition. 

12-3  Issue:   Aquatic  Habitat  Condition  of  Fishable  Streams 

The  aquatic  habitat  section  discussed  only  the  condition  of  the 
stream  habitat.   The  survey  system  used  to  evaluate  stream  habitat 
condition  dealt  with  factors  such  as  bank  stability,  vegetative 
shading,  composition  of  the  stream  bottom  materials  and  pool 
quality.   The  excellent  rating  corresponded  to  the  quality  of  the 
habitat  and  not  necessarily  the  quality  of  the  fishing. 


12-4 


Sensitive  plants 


The  common  name  for  Oryctes  nevadensls  is  Nevada  digger.   Sensitive 
plants  and  their  common  names  are  listed  in  the  DEIS,  page  2-7. 

12*5  IaBue:   Range  Study  Plot 

This  study  was  set  up  by  the  University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  in  the  mid 
1970s.   It  was  used  to  study  vegetation  production  on  soils  that 
ware  covered  with  a  vesicular  surface  layer  (a  hardened  crust). 
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Issue:   Mule  Deer  UBe  Areas 

ThB  mule  deer  use  areas  delineated  on  this  map  represent  the  areas 
where  major  mule  deer  populations  are  found.   It  is  recognized  that 
mule  deer  make  occaBional  use  outside  these  boundaries  and  live  in 
agricultural  fields  as  well.   In  addition,  there  are  areas  within 
the  delineated  boundaries  that  mule  deer  make  only  limited  use. 

IG.~ f     Issue i   Fence  Removal  to  Accommodate  Wild  Horses 

Undur  the  No  Livestock  Urazing  and  Llvsetock  Reduction/Maximizing 
Wild  HorBo  and  burro  Alternatives,  the  Jackeon  Mountains  ware 
proposed  as  a  hard  management  area.   The  area  would  be  limited  to 
wild  horse  uae  under  these  alternatlveB  and,  therefore,  all  fences 
would  ba  removed  to  Insure  the  continued  wild  and  free  roaming 
nature  of  the  wild  horaeB  within  the  area. 


ISB; 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

RtOlUN  IX 

215  Eremont  Street 

San  Francisco.  Ca    9410b 


Project  i  U-BLM-K65044-NV 


Frank  C.  Shields,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
705  East  4th  Street 
Winnemucca,  NV  89445 

Dear  Mr.  Shields: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency   (EPA)  has  received  and 
reviewed  the   Dratt   Environmental   Impact   Statement   (DEIS) 
titled  PROPOSED  DOMESTIC  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  PRO- 
GRAM  FOR  THE  PARADISE-DENIO  RESOURCE  AREA. 

The  EPA's  comments  on  the  DEIS  have  been  classified  as 
Category  LO-2.  Definitions  of  the  categories  are  provided  by 
the  enclosure.  The  classification  and  the  date  of  the  EPA's 
comments  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  accord- 
ance with  our  responsibility  to  inform  the  public  of  our 
views  on  proposed  Federal  Actions  under  Section  309  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  Our  procedure  is  to  categorize  our  comments 
on  both  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action 
and  the  adequacy  of  the  environmental  statement. 

The  EPA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  DEIS 
and  requests  five  copies  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  when  available. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  comments,  please  con- 
tact Susan  Sakaki,  EIS  Review  Coordinator,  at  (415)  556-7858. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Sheila  H.  Prindivill^"""^ 
Acting  Regional  Administrator 

Enclosure 
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Water    Quality   Comments 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  indicates 
that  there  will  be  significant  water  quality  impacts  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  plan  (see  conclusions,  page  3-9).  At 
a  minimum,  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 
should   address    the    following    issues: 

1.  The  DEIS  indicates  that  the  water  quality  impacts  of  the 
proposed  plan  will  be  from  diffuse  or  non-point  sources. 
The  FEIS  must  demonstrate  that  the  proposed  plan  is  in 
conformance  with  the  State  of  Nevada  regulations  for 
controlling  water  pollution  from  diffuse  sources  (Septem- 
ber   9,     1980) . 

2.  The  FEIS  should  demonstrate  coordination  between  relevant 
aspects  of  the  state-certified  Nondesignated  Area  Water 
Quality  Management  Plan  (WQMP,  promulgated  pursuant  to 
Section  208  of  the  Clean  Water  Act)  and  the  Nevada  Division 
of  Environmental  Protection  (NDEP).  Specifically,  the 
FEIS  should  ensure  that  appropriate  Best  Management  prac- 
tices (BMPs),  as  outlined  in  the  State  Conservation 
Commission   handbook,    are    implemented    as    appropriate. 


EIS  CATEGORY   COOES 

Environmental    Irnjct  of  tha  Action 
LO--Lack  of  Objections 

Sn.«e.rf°bjef iM  t0  thS  PreP°"d  «<**«">  «  described  in  the  draft 
impact  statement,   or  suggests  only  ninor  changes  in   the  proposed  action. 

EH — Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  anvironmental   effects  of  certain 
aspects  of  the  proposed  action.      EPA  believes  that   further   study  of 
suggested  alternatives  or  modifications    is   require  and  has   asked   the 
originating  Federal  agency  to  reassess   these  aspects. 

EU— Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes   that  the  proposed  action   is   unsatisfactory  because  of   its 
potentially  harmful  effect  on   the  environment.      Furthermore,    the  Agency 
believes  that   the  potential   safeguards  which  might  be   utilized  may  not 
adequately  protect  the  environment  from  hazards   arising   from  this   action 


The  Agency  recomends    that  alte 


,.__,     .  -motives   to   the   action  be   analyzed   further 

(including  the  possibility  of  no  action  at  all). 

Adequacy  of   the    Impact    Statement 

Category  1 — Adequate 

The  draft  impact  statement  adequately   sets   forth   the  environmental 
impact  of   the  proposed  project  or  action  as  well   as   alternatives   rea- 
sonably available   to  the  project  or  action. 


Category  2 — Insufficient  Information 


EPA  believes   that   the  draft  impact   statement  does   not  contain   suffi- 
cient  information  to  assess   fully   the  environmental    impact  of   the   pro- 
posed project  or  action.      However,    from  the    information  submitted,    the 
Agency  is  able  to  make  a  preliminary  determination  of    tha   impact  on 
the  environment.      EPA  has  requested   that  the  originator  provide    the 
information  that  was  not  included  in  the  draft  statement. 

Category   3 — Inadequate 

EPA  believes   that  the  draft  impact  statement  does   not  adequately   assess 
the  environmental   impact  of  the  proposed  project  or   action,    or   that    the 
statement   inadequately  analyzes   reasonably  available   alternatives.      The 
Agency  has  requested  more   information  and   analysis   concerning    the   poten- 
tial  environmental   hazards   and  has   asked   that   substantial    revision  be 
made   to  the    ir-^ct   statcrrr.t., 

If   a  draft   impact  statement   is  assigned   a  Catrgor"    3.    no  rating   will   bo 
made  of   the  project  or  action,    since   a  basis  docs   not  generally  exist   on 
which  to  mike  such  a  dctc-ruination. 
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13~1  Ifleuot   Impacts  to  Water  Quality 

During  the  CBMP  process  water  quality  will  be  on.  of  tho.e  resource. 
reviewed  ( eee  discussion  of  CHMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  In 
the  PEIS).   Impacts  to  water  quality  will  be  addreaeed  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  ae  allotment  management  plans  are  analyzed 
through  the  environmental  assessment  process. 


13-2  Issue  i   Coordlnotlon  with  State  Agencies 


The  State  of  Nevada  Non-Designated  Area  Water  Quality  Management 
Plan  Handbook  of  Beet  Management  Practices  Is  used  in  the 
development  of  all  management  plans  which  are  reviewed  by  the  State 
Clearinghouse.   The  Handbook  is  also  used  in  the  design  of  all  water 
developments  to  be  located  on  public  lands. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SfftVICl 

Humboldt   County   ASCS    Committee 
1200  Winnemucca   Blvd.    East 
Winnemucca ,    Nevada      8944  5 

March    31,    1981 


bureau  of  Land  Management 
District  Manager,  Frank  Shields 
705  E.  Fourth  Street 
Winnemucca ,  Nevada   8944 5 

Dear  Mr.  Shields: 

The  following  is  submitted  as  a  comment  to  the  Paradise-Denio 
Draft  EIS. 

The  Humboldt  County  ASC  Committee  has  a  serious  concern  that  the 
197B  range  survey  is  not  the  best  information  available  as  stated 
on  page  3-2.   Their  reason  for  this  concern  is  the  severe  drouth 
which  was  well  documented  and  started  during  the  winter  of  1976 
and  ended  the  spring  of  1978.   The  stream  flow  from  May  -  July 
1977  on  the  Humboldt  River  was  approximately  5%  of  normal  and 
Martin  Creek  10*  of  normal.   Quinn  River  was  4%  of  normal.   Pre- 
cipitation March  -  May  was  20  -  40%  of  normal.   June  was  very  wet 
with  severe  cloudbursts  which  did  little  good  except  in  the  7000' 
and  up  elevations.   The  balance  of  the  summer  and  fall  of  1977 
were  generally  hot  and  dry. 

Due  to  the  severe  losses  in  both  range  feed  and  hay  production 
along  with  the  shortage  of  irrigation  and  livestock  water,  the 
State  of  Nevada  along  with  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  saw 
fit  to  implement  two  programs  which  were  administered  by  this 
agency.   (Drouth  and  Flood  Conservation  Program  (DFCP)  and  the 
Emergency  Feed  Program  (EFP) . 

The  DFCP  resulted  in  expenditures  on  the  farmers  and  ranchers 
part  in  excess  of  $300,000  for  approved  projects.   An  additional 
§300,000  was  estimated  to  have  been  spent  for  unapproved  projects. 
Approved  projects  included  livestock  watering  facilities,  irriga- 
tion water  wells  and  water  conservation  measures.   Approximately 
§65,000  in  Federal  expenditures  was  spent  in  Humboldt  County  to 
assist  in  this  effort. 

The  EFP  lasted  from  September  1977  -  April  1978  and  resulted  in 
$295,000  of  federal  expenditures  to  assist  in  the  purchase  of 
around  22,000  tons  of  hay.   Humboldt  County  ranchers  spent  in 
excess  of  $1,000,000  for  feed  not  normally  purchased.   In  addition 
it  was  estimated  another  10,000  -  15,000  tons  of  hay  raised  by  the 
ranchers,  which  normally  would  have  been  sold  as  a  cash  crop,  was 
fed  to  prevent  liquidation  of  livestock. 
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Our  responsibility,  in  addition  to  administering  these  programs, 
was  to  verify  the  loss  in  available  feed  by  the  rancher.   The 
range  conditions  were  discussed  with  Bill  Harkenrider,  BLM  Area 
Manager,  in  September  1977  as  in  general  he  stated  the  range  feed 
was  40  -  60*  below  normal  although  the  high  country  above  7000' 
had  good  feed. 

TheBe  facts  reBult  in  the  obvious  conclusion  that  there  was  no 
carryover  feed  into  the  1978  Range  year.   This  in  turn  resulted 
in  a  1978  range  survey  which  is  the  newest,  but  in  no  way  the 
best  information  available.   It  is  this  Committee's  view  that  an 
average  range  survey  would  result  in  few,  if  any,  cuts  in  AUM's 
if  wild  horses  are  reduced  to  the  numbers  indicated  in  the  proposed 
action. 

We  feel  trend  studies  are  necessary  to  determine  trends  in  the 
District.   The  observed  trend  as  based  on  one  individual's  opinion 
(page  2-9)  is  totally  unacceptable  in  determining  trend.   Regardless 
of  that  person's  experience  in  BLM,  it  is  impossible  to  accurately 
determine  trend  without  the  proper  studies. 

This  Committee  is  also  very  concerned  that  actions  designed  to  re- 
duce grazing  and  thereby  improve  riparian  areas  and  wildlife  habitat 
could  in  reality  have  exactly  the  opposite  effect.   Since  most 
riparian  areas  are  on  private  land,  permitees  forced  off  public 
lands  would  have  to  fence  private  lands  to  survive.   This  could  lead 
to  exclusion  of  the  public  and  create  more  intensive  grazing  in  the 
areas  needing  the  most  protection.   Reservoirs  which  this  Els  show 
concern  about  could,  in  fact.be  drained  to  produce  additional  hay 
or  pasture  needed  to  make  up  for  proposed  cuts  in  AUM's.   This  could, 
in  effect,  eliminate  the  resources  you  are  trying  to  protect. 

The  Paradise-Denio  EIS  neither  mentions  nor  address  the  impacts 
caused  by  the  severe  drouth,  the  possible  closure  of  private  land  to 
the  public  caused  by  cuts  in  AUM's  or  the  possible  damage  to  riparian 
areas  and  draining  of  reservoirs  to  compensate  for  the  proposed  cuts. 

Failure  to  recognize  and  address  these  important  factors  is  a  serious 
omission  from  this  EIS. 

Sincerely, 

For  the  Committee 


14"1  Issue  i   Use  of  the  Range  Survey 

Sea  discussion  of  CHMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FKIB. 


r  the  Committee 


Ltv,  ( 

John  DeLong, 
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NEVADA  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION,  INC. 

Ill     \lllll.H,   ..fill,-   \,lll<;i,ll  Hll.lltl.    I  ,./.:/ll.-l 

V  o  uux  mrs  ;  univlhsi  i  v  siatiun  i  klno.  NtvAUA ashii/ 


April    3,    1981 


Mr.  Prank  Shields,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
705  E.  4th  Street 
Winnemucca,  Nevada   69445 

Dear  Mr.  Shields: 

The  Nevada  Wildlife  Federation  has  the  following  comments 
on  the  Draft  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area. 

The  fact  that  the  document  contains  a  vast  amount  of  specific 
information  which  cannot  be  thoroughly  digested  by  any  single  indi- 
vidual makes  it  difficult  for  the  public  to  make  intelligent  recom- 
mendations on  a  specific  site  or  allotment.   Therefore,  the 
Federation  will  comment  on  the  generalities  and  concepts  portrayed 
in  the  DEIf    The  Federation,  however,  was  enlightened  by  the 
fact  that  the  DEIS  makes  detailed  information  readily  available  in 
a  single  document. 

.  The  standard  operating  procedures  found  on  P  1-38,39  are  very 
straight  forward  and  meaningful.   They  would,  however,  be  more 
meaningful  if  the  BLM  could  be  more  prudent  in  the  implementation 
of  these  procedures. 

The  DEIS  summary  could  use  a  section  on  the  existing  environ- 
mental conditions.   The  information  can  be  found  in  the  document, 
however  it  is  spread  through  the  test  and  tables  and  is  hard  to 

grasp. 

This    section   might   contain    some   of    these    facts. 

"84*   of    the    range    is    in    'poor'    condition." 

"Four   of    the   77   allotments    show   an    upward    trend,    12 
show   a   static    trend,    and    58   show  a   downward    trend." 


CONSERVE      OUt       NATURAL       RESOURCES 


15-1 


Mr.  Frank  Shields,  District  Manager 
April  3,  1981 
Page  2 


"In  general,  the  quality  of  mule  deer  habitat  is 
declining  in  the  resource  area...." 

"Antelope  habitat  can  generally  be  characterized  as 
being  in  'poor'  to  'fair'  condition." 

"Prime  California  quail  habitat  areas  are  in  a  degraded 
condition. " 

■Deterioration  of  (sage  grouse)  habitat  because  of  over- 
grazing by  domestic  livestock  and  wild  horses  is  prob- 
ably the  greatest  single  factor  that  haB  contributed  to 
the  decline  of  this  bird." 

"A  large  percentage  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  a 
deteriorated  condition  because  of  overgrazing  by 
livestock. " 

"86%  of  the  stream  miles  were  in  fair  or  poor  condition." 

The  need  for  responsible  action  is  long  overdue  and  anxiously 
awaited;  however,  the  Federation  does  not  find  any  of  the  alter- 
natives or  the  proposed  action  acceptable.   Although  they  point  out 
the  issues  and  problems,  they  all  fall  short  of  providing  and 
implementing  solutions  to  the  basic  problem:   How  can  we  improve 
the  condition  of  the  native  vegetative  resource,  which  would  in 
turn  benefit  almost  all  resource  users. 

The  Nevada  Wildlife  Federation  requests  that  the,  BLM  include 
another  alternative  in  the  Final  EIS  which  might  be  Jailed  the 
■Conservation"  alternative.   Some  of  the  concepts  that  should  be 
incorporated  into  this  alternative  include  the  following. 

1.  Available  vegetation  would  be  allocated  to 
big  game,  livestock  and  wild  horses.   Combined 
allocations  would  not  exceed  proper  use  levels. 
Reduction  in  livestock  and  wild  horse  numbers 
to,  or  below  the  carrying  capacity  should  be 
implemented  immediately. 

2.  Monitoring  programs  would  be  set  up  in  order 
to  make  adjustments  in  allocations  as  range 
conditions  change.   Effective  monitoring  is 
essential  to  any  resource  management  plan. 

3.  Increases  in  allocations  would  be  balanced  be- 
tween livestock  and  wildlife.   Native  species 
should  be  given  priority  over  wild  horses  and 
burros  in  such  allocation. 


,..^~~.,.~~-^T*-..- 
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Mr.  Frank  Shields,  District  Manager 
April  3,  1981 
Page  3 


4.  Proposed  range  improvements  would  be  geared 
toward  improving  our  native  range  instead  of 
artifically  rebuilding  it  with  sagebrush  control 
and  monotypic  seedings.   i.e.  A  range  improving 
from  poor  to  good  condition  by  proper  manage- 
ment would  be  much  more  acceptable  and  cost 
effective  than  a  portion  of  a  range  converted 
mechanically  from  poor  condition  to  a  seeding  in 
good  condition.   While  adjacent  areas  remain  poor. 

5.  Riparian  areas  have  been  continualy  degraded 

and  would  receive  special  consideration,  fencing, 
rest  from  livestock  grazing,  etc. 

6.  Wildhorses  and  burros  would  be  reduced  or 
eliminated,  in  some  cases,  to  allow  proper 
management  of  the  resource. 

7.  The  proposed  59  million  would  be  used  to  enhance 
all  uses  not  exclusively  livestock. 

8.  AMP's  should  give  higher  priority  to  wildlife 
needs,  riparian  areas,  improving  range  trend, 
and  improvment  of  resource  as  a  whole. 

9.  Available  funding  would  be  spent  on  areas  of 
highest  concern  to  promote  rehabilitation  of 
critical  areas. 

10.   Where  vegetation  manipulation  is  considered 

desirable  for  all  resources;  prescribed  burning 
would  be  utilized.   Spraying  of  pesticides 
would  only  be  allowed  in  extreme  cases. 

The  "Conservation"  alternative  proposes  to  manage  the  resource 
for  all  uses,  for  the  good  of  the  resource. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Paradise-Denio 
DEIS.   The  Federation  is  deeply  concerned  and  wants  to  be  proud  of 
the  management  of  our  public  lands.   Thanking  you  in  advance  for 
your  consideration  of  our  comments  and  suggestion  of  a  true 
"Conservation"  alternative. 


Sine^fely  yours. 


15~1   IflBuei   Need  to  Consider  Alternatives 


See  responee  to  IfiBue  5-22.   Also,  please  see  discuasion  of  CRMP  at 
the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 


^xC^ss^t-^ 


Gerald  Brown,  President 
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JOSEPH  J.  THACKABERRY 

LAND  MANAGEMENT  CONSULTANT 


(20BI   345-0973 
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526   tdaho  Building 

P.  O.  Box  1405 
ftotu.   Idaho    83701 


April  3,  1981 


Mr.  Frank  C.  Shields 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Winnemucca  District 

705  E.  Fourth  St. 

Winnemucca,  Nevada  694  4  5 

Dear  Mr.  Shields: 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  my  comment  on  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Proposed  Domestic  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  Program  for  the  Paradise-Denio  Resource 
Area,  Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties  in  Nevada. 

The  Proposed  Action  to  allocate  available  vegetation 
is  unacceptable.   This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  1978  Range 
Survey,  which  is  used  as  the  basis  for  the  allocation,  is 
highly  inaccurate  and  unreliable. 

Numerous  field  examinations  made  by  B.L.M.  personnel, 
B.L.M.  permittees,  and  myself  reveal  that  the  field  data 
gathered  in  the  1978  Range  Survey  is  erratic  and  inaccurate. 
This  is  demonstrated  by  plant  species  not  being  recorded  on 
type  field  write  up  sheets,  where  in  fact,  those  plant  species 
actually  exist  in  significant  quanities  on  the  ground.   Also, 
actual  plant  densities  and  composition  in  many  types  are 
different  than  that  indicated  on  the  field  write  up  sheets. 
Examination  of  the  compilation  of  the  1973  Range  Survey  reveal 
that  data  used  is  inaccurate  and  improperly  applied.   This  is 
demonstrated  by  an  erroneous  result  from  the  forage  acre  re- 
quirement study,  and  proper  use  factors  that  are  unapplicable 
as  to  season  of  use.   Suitability  criteria,  such  as  the  pro- 
duction criteria,  for  the  most  part,  has  been  improperly 
applied. 

The  results  of  the  1978  Range  Survey  as  reflected  in 
the  Draft  EIS  are  completely  unrealistic  and  cannot  be  sup- 
ported by  any  analysis .   I t  ie  unfortunate  that  people  who 
will  review  this  Draft  EIS  and  who  are  not  familiar  with  the 
techniques  of  this  type  of  range  survey,  will  be  completely 
mislead  by  the  inaccurate  and  misleading  data  derived  from 
the  Survey . 


Mr.  Frank  C.  Shields 
April  3,  1981 
Page  2 


Because  the  Proposed  Action  is  based  on  such  inaccurate 
information  as  to  allocation  of  vegetation ,  and  because  the 
four  alternatives  are  so  unrealistic  in  practical  application, 
it  is  suggested  that  a  fifth  alternative  be  developed  to  re- 
place the  Proposed  Action.   This  fifth  proposal  should  adopt 
as  the  beginning  point  for  livestock  stocking  levels,  the 
existing  use  for  livestock  for  the  last  three  years  average 
licensed  use,  as  set  forth  in  Table  1-1.   This  average  use 
can  generally  be  used  for  most  allotments  concerned.   On  those 
allotments  where  extraordinary  circumstances  have  existed 
during  the  last  three  years,  adjustments  should  be  applied  to 
the  average  as  needed.   The  results  of  monitoring  studies 
should  be  used  to  adjust  this  initial  stocking  level  as  reli- 
able information  becomes  available. 

The  development,  revision,  or  maintenance  of  existing 
AMP'b  on  approximately  57  allotments  as  set  out  in  the  Pro- 
posed Action  should  be  adopted.   These  improved  management 
systems  will  not  only  enhance  livestock  grazing  but  will  en- 
hance wildlife  use  as  well. 

The  proposed  periods-of-use  as  set  forth  in  Table  1-1 
are  idealistic  and  unrealistic.   The  establishment  of  inten- 
sive or  improved  management  systems  and  conventional  periods- 
of-use,  will  eliminate  the  reasons  for  establishing  such  pro- 
posed periods-of-use  as  set  forth  in  Table  1-1. 

The  concept  of  eliminating  all  horses  from  all  allotments 
except  the  Little  Owyhee  Spring  Range  is  inoperative  and  un- 
workable and  should  be  discarded.   No  exclusive  wild  horse 
herd  management  areas  should  be  established. 

I  believe  that  the  modification  of  the  Proposed  Action 
as  set  forth  above  will  more  adequately  meet  the  objectives 
of  multiple  use  management  and  will  also  create  harmony  among 
the  users  of  the  various  resources. 

I  am  not  going  to  complement  you  on  the  production  of 
the  Draft  EIS  for  the  reason  that  I  believe  the  report  does 
not  begin  to  represent  conditions  as  they  actually  exist  in 
the  Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area.  Also,  I  believe  the  pro- 
duction of  this  document  has  been  made  at  a  tremendous  cost 
to  the  taxpayer,  and  for  the  most  part  this  document  serves 
little  to  no  purpose. 


JJT/am 

CC  Mr.  Edward  F.  Spang 
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1S~1  ISQUei   Ufle  of  the  Range  Survey 

See  diecueaion  of  CRHP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 


April  3,  1981 


Mr.  Prank  Shields,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
705  E.  4th  Street 
Winnemucca,  Nevada   89445 

Dear  Prank: 

After  attending  the  March  Multiple  Use  Advisory  Council 
meeting  and  reviewing  the  Paradise-Denio  DEIS,  I  have  several 
comments  concerning  future  management  of  the  Paradise-Denio 
Resource  Area.   I  submit  the  following  comments  and  suggestions 
for  inclusion  into  the  Paradise-Denio  final  BIS. 

The  basic  document  certainly  contains  a  wealth  of  information 
and  as  I  read,  I  had  questions  which  were  answered  as  1  raad 

cucther • 


17-1 

17-2  | 
17-3  | 


Chapter  2  discusses  the  condition  of  the  Paradise-Denio 
Resource  Area.   Although  these  depressing  statistics  are  nothing 
new,  the  EIS  process  gives  us  a  chance  to  make  changes  and  reverse 
the  continual  downward  trend  of  our  natural  resources.   The  ranqe 
of  alternatives  discuased  in  the  DEIS  is  lacking  a  good  middl"  of 
the  road  alternative.   The  proposed  action  is  so  similar  to  the  all 
of  the  other  -action"  alternatives  as  far  as  wildlife  numbers  are 
concerned,  that  there  is  no  real  choice.   The  "no  action-  alter- 
native is  obviously  out  of  the  question  after  the  discussion  in 
Chapter  2. 

The  initial  allocation  of  big  game  forage  to  meet  the  demand 
of  the  existing  population  is  acceptable.   However,  increases  in 
big  game  allocations  should  be  made  as  range  conditions  improve 
instead  of  the  entire  allocation  going  to  livestock  as  shown  in 
essentially  all  proposals. 

The  proposed  action  would  spend  $9  million  on  so-called  ranqe 
improvements  that  would  benefit  only  livestock.   First  of  all 
whatever  happened  to  multiple  use?   Secondly,  adopting  a  plan' that  is 
based  on  future  federal  funding  is  wishful  thinking 


^QfNT5iiTi>rS  iWifer    17 
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17-7 


Mr.  Frank  Shields,  District  Manager 
April  3,  1981 
Page  two 


The  objective  of  improving  riparian  and  stream  habitat  on 
P. 1-1  seems  to  have  been  lost  in  the  shuffle.   The  proposed  action 
does  nothing  to  improve  these  areas  which  are  so  critical  to  all 
wildlife  and  the  resource  as  a  whole.   These  areas  need  improvement 
and  the  adopted  plan  should  do  so. 

Allocation  of  forage  for  livestock,  wildlife,  and  wild  horses 
within  the  productive  capability  of  the  land  is  essential.   Equally 
essential  is  an  effective  monitoring  program  in  order  to  maintain 
allocations  at  the  proper  level . 

Wild  horses  must  be  managed  as  part  of  the  resource  if  they 
are  not  removed  entirely  from  an  allotment.   Forage  allocations  for 
such  horses  should  be  made  from  the  livestock  allocation,  not  at 
the  expense  of  native  wildlife  species.   Also,  we  need  an  effective 
way  to  remove  horses  if  their  numbers  get  too  high. 

I  know  the  Bureau  has  spent  thousands  of  man  hours  preparing 
this  document,  and  I  have  spent  many  hours  wading  through  it.   I 
hope  my  comments  will  help  you  and  your  staff  in  preparing  the 
final  EIS,  and  most  of  all  help  in  the  proper  management  of  our 
precious  natural  resources. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Thomas  A.  Cavin 
Wildlife  Representative 
Multiple  Use  Advisory  Council 


17-1   Issue j   Big  Game  Forage 

The  forage  demand  of  reasonable  big  game  numberB  likely  exceeds  the 
available  vegetation,  and  as  such  represents  a  management  objective 
to  be  realized  through  habitat  improvement  resulting  from  the 
implementation  of  activity  plans. 

17-2   Issues   Range  Improvements 

See  Errata  -  Chapter  1,  correction  to  Tables  1-5,  1-17,  and  1-20. 

17"3   laauei   Future  Funding 

See  response  to  Issue  11-4, 

17*4   Issuei   Protection  of  Riparian  and  Stream  Habitat 
Bee  response  to  Issue  5-15. 

17"5   lasuei   Allocation  and  Monitoring 

See  discussion  of  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  tho  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

17*6   iBSuei   Available  Vegetation  Allocations  for  Wild  Horses  and  Burros 

The  proposed  available  vegetation  allocation  in  the  Paradiae-Dsnlo 
EIS  considered  competition  between  livestock  and  wild  horses  to  be 
direct  and  severe.   Proposed  allocation  of  available  vegetation  was 
either  to  cattle  or  wild  horses.   There  were  no  areas  where  the 
number  of  any  wildlife  species  was  reduced  to  accommodate  wild  horse 
numbers. 


17-7   Issue i   Wild  Horse  Removal  Methods 


Presently,  wild  horse  numbers  are  reduced  by  using  helicopters  to 

round  up  the  animals.  This  method  seems  to  be  the  most  efficient 

method  of  removal  and  would  probably  be  a  primary  management  tool  in 
the  future. 
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April 


Frank  Shields 
District  Manager 
Winneraucca  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
705  East  Fourth  Street 
Winnemucca,  Nevada   B9445 

Dear  Mr.  Shields: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Paradise  Denio 
Draft  Gracing  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

I  Seei    that  the  BLM  team  has  done  an  excellent  job  of  presenting 
the  data  collected^  and  I  paricularly  wish  to  compliment  you  on 
the  charts  and  maps.   It  is  easy  to  distinguish  the  effects  of 
the  various  alternatives. 

Perhaps  my  greatest  reservations  come  from  what  I  perceive  as 
the  detrimental  effect  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  land.   For 
example,  one  of  the  adverse  impacts  listed  under  the  prooosed 
action  would  be  the  degredation  of  riparean  areas  and  aspen  stands 
Seventeen  streams  will  be  degraded  in  some  way,  thirteen  will 
exceed  turbidity  standards,  and  fourteen  will  exceed  temperature 
standards.   In  view  of  the  importance  of  small  streams  to  the 
ana  southwest,  especially  wildlife  and  visual  resources,  it  would 
seem  that  such  degradation  is  totally  contrary  to  good  land 
management  practices.   Any  adoption  of  an  EIS  which  recommends 
such  adverse  action  would  be  totally  opposed  by  all  environmental 
and  wildlife  groups.   This  section  must  be  modified  to  insure  that 
good  stream  habitats  can  be  maintained  and  poor  ones  improved. 

Another  area  of  concern  is  the  proposed  land  treatment  program 
in  the  recommended  action.   The  seeding  of  lli),000  acres  with  a 
single  species  -  mainly  crested  wheat  grass  -  is  contrary  to 
land  management  recommendations.   Because  single  species" plantings 
are  more  subject  to  grasshopper  invasions  and  various  diseases, 
a  selection  of  native  grasses  would  be  far  better.   As  far  as 
sagebrush  control^  is  concerned,  I  feel  that  prescribed  burning 
does  the  least  environmental  damage  and  contributes  least  to 
erosion  problems,  which  are  so  common  on  arid  western  ranges. 
However,  the  proposed  action  recommends  use  of  spraying  with 
2,4-D  over  most  of  the  140,000  acres  selected  for  sagebrush 
control.   The  other  control  would  be  chaining.   Both  of  these 
methods  are  of  dubious  value  and  could  have  gross  deleterious 
effects  on  the  environment. 


18-4 


18-5 
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In  contrast  tc  the  Land  Treatment  program  proposed  in  this  EIS,  the 
Carson  City  BLM  office  is  proposing  burning  oius  some  small  amount 
or  chaining  mostly  to  benefit  wildlife  for  their  Reno  EIS  and  Lane 
Management  plan.   They  feel  that  spraying  is  too  expensive.   They 
also  believe  that  planting  with  a  single  species  is  contra-indicater 
and  plan  to  use  a  mixture  of  grasses  for  their  plantings. 

Another  section  of  the  proposed  alternative  that  concerns  me 
is  the  recommendation  regarding  wildlife.   The  reduction  of  the 
deer  herd  may  be  realistic,  but  in  many  ways  hunting  is  a  more 
important  economic  resource  than  open  range  grazing.   Also  it 
is  proposed  to  add  753  head  of  bighorn  sheep  tc  the  range,  which 
would  compete  for  the  forage  needed  by  cattle.   While  I  am  very 
much  in  favor  of  re-introducing  bighorn  sheec  to  their  native 
range  (for  example  in  the  south  Jacksons),  I  do  not  understand  the 
rationale  of  a  policy  that  converts  one  type  of  browse  to  another 
anc  reduces  one  kind  of  wildlife  in  favor  of  another. 

The  enormous  cost  of  the  proposed  alternative  would  hardly  seem  to 
be  worth  the  benefits  right  now.   The  gracing  fee  is  S2.25  per 
AUK.   The  subsidization  of  cattle  grazing  on  the  onen  range 
might  be  worthwhile  if  it  contributed  significantly  to  the 
local  economy.   However,  I  understand  that  the  largest  cattle 
operation  in  the  area  is  owned  by  out-of-state  financiers  rather 
than  local  ranchers.   1  am  not  sure  that  these  "absentee  land- 
lords' need  this  kind  of  financial  assistance. 

While  it  is  true  that  much  of  the  range  is  presently  in  poor 
condition,  I  ao  not  believe  the  proposed  alternative  will  accom- 
plish a  marked  improvement  in  this  condition  and  it  certainly 
will  cost  an  enormous  amount  of  money  -  a  cost  that  Hill  even- 
tually be  picxec  up  by  the  taxpayer.   I  understand  that  it  is 
important  to  preserve  the  ranching  community  in  such  places  as 
Nevada,  but  it  would  seem  that  this  could  be  accomplished  in  a 
modest  way  with  the  expenditure  of  less  money  and  an  emphasis 
or.  the  environmental  health  of  the  land  and  its  water,  wildlife 
and  wilderness  values.   (I  plan  to  comment  on  wilderness  specifi- 
cally when  the  studies  cf  the  USA's  begin.) 

I  would  urge  that  a  different  alternative  be  studied  and  that  an 
amBenaed  environmental  impact  statement  be  issued  which  accom- 
plishes this  goal.   While  the  "no-grazing  alternative"  is  perhaps 
the  best  for  the  land,  it  is  not  politically  viable  and  therefore 
can  not  be  the  preferred  alternative. 

I  would  be  happy  to  discuss  this  EIS  with  you  further  because 
1  am  very  mucn  concerned  about  the  environmental  health  of  this 
particular  area. 


Sincerely , 

J"  -  '     ; 

I '  |    XUt  &AJJL 


•Mil 


Harjorte  Sill 

720    Brookfielci    Drive 

Reno,  Nevada   89503 


Response  Letter  18 


Comment  Letter   19 


18**  1  IaBuel   Protection  of  Stream  Habitat 
See  response  to  Ibbub  5-15. 

18~2  iBauei   Rangeland  Beedings 

It  is  current  Bureau  policy  that  seedings  include  a  variety  of 
speclea.   PubeBcent  wheatgraaa ,  Russian  wildrye  and  yellow 
ausBtclover  are  commonly  included  with  crested  wheatgrass  for 
rangeland  aaedings.   Although  native  species  are  sometimes  seeded  or 
transplanted  (e.g.,  bltterbruah),  high  coat  and  low  availability 
prohibita  their  use  in  many  cases. 

18"3  Iaauei   Methods  of  Land  Treatments 

Methods  of  sagebrush  control  will  be  analyzed  in  Environmental 
Assessments  on  a  case-by-case  basis.   The  method  chosen  will  be 
based  on  the  objectives  of  the  project  (i.e.,  enhance  mule  deer 
habitat,  increase  livestock  forage,  etc.)  and  characteristics  of  the 
environment.   Prescribed  burning  may  be  the  preferred  method  in  many 
cases.   Please  note  that  burning  removes  vegetation  temporarily, 
leaving  the  soil  unprotected  and  more  Busceptlble  to  erosion  than 
spraying  would.   Spraying  with  2,4-D  leaves  grass  and  brush  stuns 
Intact.   It  1b  not  anticipated  that  chaining  will  be  widely  used  in 
the  Paradise-Donio  Resource  Area  due  primarily  to  its  high  coet.   As 
previously  Btated,  the  advantages  and  disadvantagee  of  the  various 
methods  will  be  considered  on  an  individual  project  baBiB. 

*[0-4  laeuei   Big  Game  NumberB 

The  vegetation  manipulation  projects  proposed  under  the 
alternatives,  including  the  proposed  action,  were  primarily  analyzed 
as  providing  forage  for  livestock,  however,  vegetation  manipulation 
projects  will  be  designed  to  benefit  all  uses  in  an  area.   To 
accomplish  this  consideration  will  be  given  to  project  layout  and 
seed  mixtures  along  with  other  mitigating  measures.   As  analyzed  in 
the  DEIS,  the  treatments  as  proposed  would  have  a  significantly 
adverse  impact  on  mule  deer  and  antelope  in  Borne  allotments.   On  the 
other  hand,  there  would  be  some  apln-off  benefits  for  bighorn  sheep, 
once  reintroduced.  Bighorn  Bheep,  however,  would  not  be  reintroduced 
at  the  expense  of  other  big  game  species. 

Also  see  response  to  Issue  24-15. 

18*5  lesuei   Need  to  Consider  Alternatives 

See  reponee  to  Issue  5-22.   Also,  see  dlscuBaion  of  CRMP  at  the 
beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS, 
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CRMP  Local  #1 
815  Harmony  Rd . 
Winnemucca,  NV. 

April  2,  1981 


Prank  Shields 
District  Manager  -  BLK 
East  4th  Street 
Winnemucca,  NV.   89445 

Dear  Frank: 

RE:   Paradise-Denio  Grazing  EIS  Draft 

CRMP  Local  #1  is  a  local  organized  group  interested  in  achieving 
appropriate  and  suitable  multiple  use  of  public  lands.   The  membership 
represents  various  state  and  federal  agencies  and  interest  groups- 
Several  members  have  submitted  written  response  to  the  Paradise- 
Denio  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft.   These  responses 
express  the  deficiencies,  inaccuracies,  omissions  and  consideration 
as  viewed  from  their  respective  areas  of  interest  or  expertise. 

CRMP  Local  #1  concurs,  there  are  multiple  errors  in  the  EIS  Draft 
that  should  be  addressed  bv  BLM.   Consideration  was  not  given  to  the 
impact  of  proposed  action  upon  privately  owned  lands.   Because  of  the 
private-public  lands  relationship  in  ranching  operations,  changes 
effecting  public  lands  most  likely  translate  into  adjustments  in  private 
land  use. 

We   note  the  CRMP  concept  is  alluded  to  in  several  parts  of  the 
draft.   Specifically  appropriate  is  that;  "Concepts  of  CRMP  will  be 
considered  in  all  cases  prior  to  allocation  of  vegetation  for  livestock, 
wildhorses,  burros  and  big  game"  (p.iii  Summary).   The  CRMP  process  as 
initiated  by  our  group  can  effectively  contribute  to  an  acceptable 
multiple  use  of  public  lands  in  this  District. 

Sincerely, 


<  *?* 


Bgalde 
Chairman 

SD/ljb 


■•■>:■"  r  .--■•■--,<■-: ■--;■— 
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19*1  Iaaue'  Xole   of  CRMP 

Baa  discussion  of  CRMP  at  tha  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 
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Aorll  3,    l38l 
From  John   and   Judy  DeLejg 
Star  Route      Box  335       "* 
Winneraucca,    Nevada    8lUli5 

To:    B.L.K. 

Answer   to   Paradise/Denis  Enviraental   Irreact  Statement  Draft. 

Tie   have    a    written   document  from   tha   BLM   stating  that  tha   survey 
is    in  »rror   "wrong   information".      If   va   wore    to  use   their 
information  based   on   thair  survey,    the   visual   operations   in  tha 
Denie/Paradise    Resource  Area    would   ere  down   tha   drain.     After 
looking   through  the   EIS  Draft   there  mistakes   i>   nlain  aa    can   bsl 
Tha  District  Director  once   was    quoted   as   saying   hXZ  Grazing  District" 
he    had   the   brightest   people    in  Vi'inneraucoa   in  his   office.      They  were 
all   exports   in   thair  fields.      Are   we   her®   to   do   the   corrections 
for   the   3LK  personnel? 

Vhile   most    of  your  maps,    only   show  the    location   of  2    (two)    ranches 
around   Jackson  Mountains,    thare   are   in   fact  16   or   17  ranching 
families   living  on  the  nine   ranches   located   around  the  mountain. 


LAND  STATUS  MAP: 
Deeded  Land  Not  Shown: 


All  of  Sac.  2k,  R.30E.,1: 
SV'J-  of  Sac.  19.  R.31E.," 
3QA.    of   NWt  KE?  Sec.    25, 


ii'OK. 

.iiCK. 
T.Ii-OS.    S31E. 


PROPOSED  ACTION: 

#1.      5   or   6  miles    of  fenco    on   the   very   top   of   the  mountain,    thru 
Big   Creek  Basin  would   be    so    costly   to   build   and  maintain.      Besides 
tearing  up   the   meadow  and  building   a    road   to   the   ait©,    you  would   then 
be    opening  up  the  whole    area   for  machine    travel. 

#2.      These   fences    are   not  in   the    right  areas.      If  fences   are   put  inff 
they   should  be    altitude   fencem  not   cross   country  fences. 

#3.      A    pipeline    out   of  Donna   Shsa   Springs  would  be  better  tbsn  s 
well. 


RANGE  FACILITIES  A!©  LAND   TREATMENTS: 
Prescribed  Burnias:      These   areas    on   the   Mett 
don't  havs    all  that  :rjch  brush  t©   burn. 


aids    of  Jackson  Mountain 


LxVjsSTOCK  REDUCTION/MAXIMIZING  KTLD   HORSE  AID  BTJ3T.0: 

I   aura   hate    to   see   my   home    turned   over  to  the  "Wild  Horses   and  3urros. 

RANGE  FACILITIES  AND  LAND  TREATMENTS ,    EXISTING: 

None   of   your  fences   are    correct  arotind  Jacjcson  Mountain.      Ranches 
not   shown  are  Alexander,    Bottle    Creek,    Happy    Creel,   Dear   Creek, 
Mary  Sloan   and  Jackson  Creek.      Besides   fenced  fields   at  Sweeney 
Field    and  3ottle    Creek.      Ranches   not   shown  as   fenced    are  Meyer's 
Farm,    Trout   Creek,   Willow  Creek,    and   Upper  Happy   Creek. 

Corrals  not   shown   are  Winter   Camp,    Hot  Springs,    Rock  Springs,    Thicker 
Sell,    Rattlesnake,   Fox  Farm,   Morman  Dan,    and  Bottle   Creek   Corral. 

Reservoirs  not   shown  are   Smokey  Springs,    Red  Butte,   Hot  Springs,   Donna 
Shea,    Fish  Pond,    Bliss    Canyon   and  Blue  Mountain. 


Q^wnme'r/i  L<Mm   20 
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April  3,  la3l 
"Prora  John  end  Judy  DeLong 
Star  Route  Box  335 
Winntmuccj ,  "svsdi  89t(l;5 

Continued:  To  P.L.K. 

Veil  and  trough  shown  as  a  spring  is  Salt  Well.   Winter  3snn  has 
e  corral,  windnill  and  trough,.  Gsviea  Well  has  a  corral,  windmill, 
trough  and  ressvoir. 

Water  troughs  not  ahovn  are:  Srookey  Springs,  Pox  Parm,  Brush  Basin, 
Railroad  Springs,  Nobel  Springs,  Woodcamp,  South  Spring,  Hot  Spring, 
How  iears  Canyon,  White  Point  Spring,  Rattlesnake  Spring,  Black 
canyon,  and  Trail  Springs. 

Windmills  not  shovn:  Kurd  Pan,  Winter  Camp,  Corbeal  Well  has  a 
trough  and  resevoir  too,  Horti  3ottle  Creek  Butte  Woll  has  a  trough, 
Preanol  Wall  and  Hidden  Plays  Wells  both  have  a  trough,. 

There  are  really  no  reasons  for  all  the  mistakes  shovn  on  the  raa-a  of 
RANGE  FACILITE3  AID  LAND  TREATMENTS  EXISTI0N.   Bill,  John,  Tim  and 
Dale  DeLong  mads  several  trips  to  the  B»L.M.  office  and  shoved 
the  B.L.K.  nerscnnel  on  large  scale  maps  where  and  vhat  kind  of  watar 
developments  existed  in  these  areas  of  Jackson  Mountains. 

HABITAT  CONDITION  OP  FISHABLE  STREAKS  AND  SENSITIVE  PLANTS: 
This  is  silly!   The  Two  excellent  fishing  streams  on  your  map  are 
Hsry  Sloan  ?nd  Boulder  Creek,  both  dry  up  to  the  mouth  of  the 
canyon  most  years.   Jackson  Creek  was  good  until  a  couple  of 
cloudbursts  hit  it  several  years  ago, 

SENSITIVE  '"LANTS: 

I    can't   find   these    plants    listed   in   the   nlant   list  sent  me   by  the 

University. 

LIVESTOCK  VEGETATIC1*  T0NDITI0H: 

Why  put  hcrs-fs    on  Jackson  Mountain  if   it's   such  poor  feed?      This  map 

contradicts  vegetation   types  map*   u    to  feed   in  Desert  Valley. 

RANGE  STTOIES:    ENCLOSURES:    Sec.    25  er  3&    (I'm  net   sure   of  l.cation   sn 
your  map).    R.   38E.    T.39N  anyway  the  fence    Inplots   Hsrth  of   Paradlae 
Hill  Station  the  West   side    ef  HWY  95.      I've  made  note    of   this   at 
several  meetings   and  ask   what   the   study  data   on   it  was.      Hot   one 
of   the   B.L.K.    Personnel  knew  anything   about  it.    Se,  What   ia   the   Story 
sn   these   fenced  plots? 

BIG  GAME  USE  AliEAS,    MULE  DEER:   Altho  you  show   only  two   ranches   around 
Jackson  Mountain,    there   are   eight  ranches  with  Irrigation   pumps  which 
keep  the   fields   green  and   lush  far  inte  fall.      Many  fawns   are   born  in 
theae   fields.      The  deer  know  this   and   each  rejiieh  has  many   deer  in   their 
fields.      Prom  observation   the   dear  winter  in   the   South  slopes   of 
the   foot  hills.      I  know  the  deer  live  year  round   on   or  In  the   Jackson 
Mountain.     Ysur  map  dees   not   show  this.      The  map  does  not   show  year 
round   spring  time  use   on   Jackson  Mountain.      Where   do  they   go?      Nothing 
is   said   about   the    hundreds   of  deer   on   private   lands  year  round   on 
Jackson  Mountains   and   Pine   Forest. 
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April  3,  l°8l 
Jobs  and  Judy  DeLong 
Star  Route  Box  335 
Vinnemucca,  Nevada  891(45 

Continued:  To  BLK 

BIG  GAME  USE  AREA,    ANTELOPE  AND  BIGHDRN  SHEEP:      Antelope  year 
leng  range   Shawn   isn't  the    only  nlace    they   stay  year  eround. 

WILD   HORSE  AHD  BURRO  USE  AREAS:      Pence   project  #4559   to  be   removed. 
There    are    no  wild  horses   or  burros  near  this   area.      We  have   found 
this   fence   most  helpful   to  prevent   over   grazing.      Wild  horses   have 
never  used   higher  elevation*.      Shawnee    Creek   to  Bonita   Spring  South 
has   been   their  main   country.      There   has   always   bean  a  migratory 
route   from  South  Jackson  Mountain   across   the  Black  Reck  Desert   to 
the   Black  Rock  Range    and  back. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  CLASSES:      Khose  visual   eye   was   it? 
Was    it   a   westerners   visual   ©ye    cr  an  easterners?      Its    g  matter 
of    opinion  bases   on   who  promoted  his  education. 

WILDERNESS  INVENTOR?    CATEGORIES:      Tha  West   side   of   South  Jackson 
Mountain  from  Erush  Basin  South  around   to  Alaska    Canyon   on    tho 
North   is   the    only  real    actual  vilderness   country   on   Jackson  Mountain. 
This   is   where   vo    proposed  a   wilderness   area.      The   Boundaries   are 
natural,    self   oxpianitory  vhareever  one   looks   at   the    terrain. 

This   whole   book   seems   too   complicated  and   complex  for  same    to 
understand.      Those   who   are   not   aware    of   the   nossibilities    of 
errors   believe   it   te  be    the    gosoel   truthl 
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20~1  Iaaue*   MaP  Discrepancies 

See  response  to  Issue  12-1. 

20"2  Iseuei   Plshable  Streams 

See  response  to  laaue  12-3. 

20*3  IS8uei   Range  Studies 

See  response  to  Issue  12-5. 

20~4  Issue  i   Mule  Deer  Use  Areas 
See  response  to  Issue  12-6, 

20~5  lasuai   Fence  Removal 

See  response  to  Issue  12-7. 
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NINETY  -  SIX  RANCH 

Commercial  Cattle 
Parodies  Valley,  Nevada  88426 

April    6,     1981 


Frank  Shields,  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Winneraucca,  NV  89W5 

Dear  Mr.  Shields, 

I  wish  to  comment  on  the  Paradiae-Denio  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Draft  Statement. 

I  have  written  letters  on  other  occasions  prior  to  the  publi- 
cation of  the  draft  statement.   To  assure  that  my  previous  comments 
be  be  considered  within  the  time  frame  of  the  comment  period  follow- 
ing publication  of  the  draft  statement,  I  am  resubmitting  those 
letters.   They  are  enclosed  herewith. 

In  addition  I  would  like  to  make  the  following  commentsi 

1.  It  i:  iny  judgement,  based  on  a  lifetime  familarity  with  the 
Nini!ty-Jix  ftanch  Allotment,  that  there  are  many  inaccuracies  and 
mist'ikKs  In  the  statement.   The  range  survey  was  done  in  a  year 
immediatfly  following  an  extreme  draught,  and  thus  did  not  reflect 
the  true  overall  condition  of  the  range.   Methods  and  factors  used 

in  figuring  available  forage  were  not  consistent  with  range  conditions 
in  this  area.   Other  criteria  should  have  been  applied  in  order  to  in- 
dicate true  conditions.  There  are  many  indications  to  me  that  this 
range  is  in  an  upward  trend,  however  the  survey  indicates  It  is  66% 
overgrazed.   My  cattle  have  always  left  the  range  in  good  condition 
which  they  would  not  have  done  if  the  range  had  in  truth  been  so 
greatly  overgrazed.   This  fact  alone  convinces  me  that  the  range  sur- 
vey was  grossly  inaccurate. 

2.  The  mapB  do  not  show  all  the  available  water, 
been  ommited. 


Many  springs  have 


3.  The  forage  type  lines  are  not  accuate  in  several  instances! 
specifically  in  the  Mud  Springs  and  lower  Charlie  Young  areas. 

4.  It  has  always  been  recognized  that  there  are  no  wild  horses  on 
the  Ninety-Six  Allotment.   Yet  the  map  Bhowing  the  proposed  wild 
horse  management  area  includes  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Ninety-Six 
Allotment  near  Greeley  and  Sagehen. 
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5.   Consideration  should  be  given  to  the  fact  that  the  range  cattle 
industry  is  energy  efficient.   Very  little  fossil  fuel  is  expended 
to  produce  a  valuable  and  necessary  food  item,  in  contrast  to  the 
large  amounts  of  fuel  UBed  in  an  intensive  farming  operation.   If 
the  range  cattle  industry  is  not  permitted  to  survive,  many  operations 
will  be  forced  to  become  more  intensive,  thus  much  less  energy  effi-- 
eiant,  with  the  subsequent  higher  food  prices. 

In  closing  I  want  to  repeat  and  emphasize  several  points  con- 
tained in  my  previous  letters  that  I  feel  are  crucial  to  the  continued 
operation  of  the  Ninety-Six  Ranch. 

1.  Spring  use  is  the  historic  and  licensed  use  of  the  Ninety-Six 
Allotment,   Spring  use  works  into  ranch  and  Forest  Service  manage- 
ment. Elevation,  available  water,  and  forage  types  are  best  suited 
for  spring  use.   The  existing  AMP  meets  the  needs  of  rest  and  defer- 
ment of  the  plants  on  the  baBis  of  spring  use. 

2.  The  range  survey  on  the  Paradise-Denio  district  should  not  be 
used  to  determine  proper  stocking  rates.   Instead,  present  numbers 
should  be  used  bb  a  starting  point.  Then  adjustments  should  be  made, 
upward  or  downward,  by  establishing  and  monitoring  trend  and  condition 
studies. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Leslie  J.  Stewart 


21 -1  Ibbuoi   Range  Survey 

Sou  dlacuaBlon  of  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  tho  FK1S. 

21  "2   ifleuei   Map  Discrepancies 

Set*  response  to  Zaaue  12-1. 

21-3  lBauei   Location  of  Herd  Management  Areas 

The  Little  Owyhee  Herd  Management  Area  shown  on  tho  Wild  Horae  and 
Hurro  Use  Area  map  in  DEIS  Chapter  Two  should  only  include  that  part 
of  the  Little  Owyhee  known  as  the  Spring  Range.   Any  area  weat  of 
the  Spring  Range  boundary  that  ia  shown  aa  a  Herd  Management  Area  la 
incorrect  and  waa  caused  by  a  diatortlon  on  the  map  when 
tranaterring  information  from  larger  scale  mapB.   The  allotments 
that  are  within  use  areaa  are  listed  in  Table  2-8  of  the  DEIS. 
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T  Quarter  Circle  Ranches,  Inc. 

3000  Highway  40  West 
Wmnemucca.  Nevada  89445 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Nevada  State  Office 
300  Booth  Street 
P.  0.  Box  3  2000 
Reno ,  Nv . 

Attentioni  Mr.  Ed  Spang 

I  wish  to  make  a  public  comment  on  the  Draft  Paradise- 
Denio  Craning  Environmental  Impace  Statement. 

The  entire  E.I.S.  is  based  on  a  range  survey  which  was 
poorly  done.   Since  it  was  an  Ocular  survey  it  is  extremely 
suseptible  to  personal  opinions  and  persona]  bias.   The 
"on-the-ground"  experience  of  the  survey  crews  were  very 
limited.   The  credibility  of  the  E.I.S.  will  depend  largely 
on  the  Bureau's  ability  to  accurately  reflect  site  specific 
variables,  rather  than  questionable  broad  generalizations 
concerning  the  three  suitability  criteria. 

The  current  proper-use-figures  have  been  adjusted  since 
the  early  1960's  survey.   This  apparently  was  done  without 
actually  consulting  any  animal  nutritionists.   Thus,  many 
high  quality  forage  species  do  not  have  P.U.F.s.   This 
apparently  was  done  to  provide  credibility  to  the  Bureau's 
position  concerning  range  conditions,  examplei  the  fictious 
"Nevada  Report".   If  the  old  P.U.F.s  were  used,  there  would 
be  no  need  for  a  reduction  of  any  A.U.M.s.   It  would  clearly 
show  that  most  of  the  range  is  at  least  in  a  stable  condition 
or  actually  on  an  upward  trend. 

The  Forage  Acre  Requirement  is  wrong.   It  is  an  average  of 
native  range  P.A.R.  taken  at  Squaw  Butte  in  Oregon,  and 
several  area  "crested  wheat  seedings"  (some  in  very  poor 
condition,  because  of  lack  of  BLM  maintenance.)   It  should 
not  be  an  average,  as  native  range  and  "crested  wheat  seedings' 
are  always  used  separately .   In  fact  many  allotments  do  not 
even  have  "seedings" . 

This  poorly  compiled  'Range  Survey'  is  the  Bureau's  only 
^ source  for  justifying  a  reduction  of  A.U.M.s.   With  a  truer 
'Forge  Acre  requirement'  figure,  more  reasonable 'Proper  Use 
Figures'  and  corrections  of  obvious  mistakes  in  the  survey, 
a  much  fairer  'Resource  Management  Plan'  could  be  arrived  at. 
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The  period-of-use  figures  do  not  consider  at  all  the  large 
amount  of  forage  available  from  annuals.   These  annuals  can 
only  be  used  properly  from  approximately  March  1  to  June  30 
each  year.   Some  use  of  this  large  amount  of  top  quality  forage 
needs  to  be  incorporated  into  the  proposed  action  as  well  as 
any  alternative  considered.   None  of  the  alternatives  consider 
any/or  reduction  in  A.U.M.s  will  have  on  private  land  in  the 
•unit.   Most  streams  are  either  on  private  property  or  access 
is  controlled  by  private  property.   Most  of  the  large  season 
long  streams  are  controll  ed  by  valid  state  water  rights    If 
A.U.M.s  are  reduced  and/or  period-of-use  changed,  nearly  all 
private  property  now  managed  by  the  BLM  (under  exchange-of-use) 
will  be  fenced.   This  will  cause  a  severe  impact  on  reparian 
qualities,  wildlife  and  public  access  on  such  lands. 

Regarding  general  range  conditions,  of  which  the  BLM  has  no 
valid  studies  concerning  actual  trend,  the  alternative  of 
J<o   Action"  is  the  most  economically  feasible.   The  trend  of 
tne  range  should  be  studied  for  a  period  of  a  few  years  and 
adjustments  could  be  made  as  needed. 

The  following  is  a  lis 
feel  contain  mistakesi 
42-0?,  42-011,  42-012, 
42-025,  42-026,  1(2-030 

62-005,  62-007 

62-038,  62-04] 

62-053.  52-058 

62-069,  62-070 
Sand  Dunes--60-004,  60 
60-019,  60-022,  62-032 
60-078.  The  Draft  als. 
which  is  erroneous  as 


62-002, 
62-028. 
62-051, 
62-067, 


t   of   the    types    in   the   survey   which   we 

Sand  Pass--42-01,    42-03,    42-04,    42-05 
42-015,    42-016,    1*2-018,    42-022,    42-023' 
.    42-033.    42-041.    42-050---Humbo.ldt   Valiey--- 
,    62-014,    62-016,    62-021,    62-024,    62-028 
,    62-043,    62-046,    62-04?,    62-049,    62-050! 
.    62-060,    62-063,    62-064,    62-065,    62-066, 

,    62-076,    62-077,    62-103,    62-104. 

-005,    60-011,    60-OI3,    60-014,    60-017, 

,    60-036,    60-042,    60-O60,    60-064,    60-0?? 

i    show   a    fence   around    the   Sand  Pass    allotment 

there   is   no    fence    there. 

The  draft   does   not   recommend    removal    of  wild   horses   from   Sand    P»<-r 
?nre^?1eVnd<HUmb°ld?   Valley   "lof-er*    until    about   1987        AU         • 
trolled    ov^f  C°"f",0,er    50*  private   land,    all    owned    or  con- 

trolled  by    the   permittee's.      Most   of   this   private   acreape    is 

e^hKge^fuoffor^0';"^   ^rec,r,cnts .      Some  VuseTwi  Ihout 
writing      m»»™       +  -1  lves>ock    erasing.      The    BLM  has    been   asked    in 
b  i9        Tl   1"'eStKlnCel,1'77   and    in   P^s°nal   -eetinga    even 

S»  r^ol?  .  '      ?  r<5>»ove    these   horses   as    reauired   by    law.      The    BLM 

Now   the    nCl'riVr^'T'3    ""*    ?   "V*^61-    Ci?Cl°    Ra"°h«s    -quests 
now   the   T   Quarter  Circle   permit    is    in    joophardy    because   of    the  mir 

oo'-'sthTr!    °f    lhB   hS''SeS   by    the    BLM-       This    is    to   say   nothing   of    the 
possible   long    term  damage    the   horses    have   possibly    caused   tf   public 

"'    private   acreage,    private    property   and    wild! ife        These    horses 
«      to      H„SrUd   by    J"*   P1-™^    "»>   many    times   cause   grelt 
tZ      1      ralv^\Pr°5er^'-E,UCh   aS   ',U"P    ^ines,    corral    fences, 
the  Bermft^=        ^ldcs   linking  most   of   the   water  and   keeping 
the  permitee's   cattle   away    from   the   waters. 
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If  the  BLM  would  have  managed  the  wild  horses  and  asked  for  and 
accepted  local  cooperation  the  range  would  be  in  even  better 
condition  thar  it  actually  is,  and  the  ELM  could  be  held  in  much 
higher  esteem. 

Instead  of  trying  to  manage  the  range  lands  of  the  West  from 
behind  a  desk  in  Washington  D.C.,  wouldn't  it  be  more  sensible 
to  manage  the  land  from  the  back  of  a  horse  or  from  behind  a 
•■sage  brush"  in  the  West  in  cooperation  with  the  people  from  the 
WeBt  who  know  and  use  the  land  being  managed? 

Very  truly  yours 

T  QUARTER  CIRCLE  RANCHES.  INC. 


CCi  Frank  Shields 


Hank  Angus    ,y 


22"  1  lBQuei   Range  Survey 

See  discussion  of  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

22-2  lesuei   Map  Discrepancies 

See  response  to  Issue  12-1. 

22-3  Issue.   Wild  Horse  Removal 

The  priorities  for  reduction  of  wild  horse  and  burro  numbers  were 
determined  by  locations  for  proposed  herd  management  areas,  herd  use 
areas  and  then  for  areas  where  range  condition  is  most  susceptible 
to  overuse.   The  area  where  Sand  Pass  and  Band  Dunes  allotments  are 
located,  because  of  funding  priority  changes  since  the  release  of 
the  DEIS,  is  presently  scheduled  for  reduction  of  wild  horse  numbers 
during  the  fall  of  19B1. 
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Box  98 

Golconda,  Nv.  69414 


Bureau  of  land  Management 
Nevada  State  Office 
300  Booth  Street 
P.  0.  Box  12000 
Reno,  Nv . 

Attention:  Mr.  Ed  Spang 

1  wish  to  make  a  public  comment  on  the  Draft  Paradise- 
Denio  Grazing  Environmental  Impace  Statement. 

The  entire  E.I.S.  is  based  on  a  range  survey  which  was 
poorly  done .   Since  it  was  an  Ocular  survey'  it  is  extremely 
suseptible  to  personal  opinions  and  personal  bias .   The 
"on-the-ground"  experience  of  the  survey  crews  were  very 
limited.   The  credibility  of  the  E.I.S."  will  depend  largely 
on  the  Bureau's  ability  to  accurately  reflect  site  specific 
variables,  rather  than  questionable  broad  generalizations 
concerning  the  three  suitability  criteria. 

The  current  proper-use-figures  have  been  adjusted  since 
the  early  1960's  survey.   This  apparently  was  done  without 
actually  consulting  any  animal  nutritionists.   Thus,  many 
high  quality  forage  species  do  not  have  P.U.F.s.   This 
apparently  was  done  to  provide  credibility  to  the  Bureau's 
position  concerning  range  conditions,  example;  the  fictious 
"Nevada  Report".   If  the  old  P.U.F.s  were  used,  there  would 
be  no  need  for  a  reduction  of  any  A.U.M.s.   It  would  clearly 
show  that  most  of  the  range  is  at  least  in  a  stable  condition 
or  actually  on  an  upward  trend . 

The  Forage  Acre  Requirement  is  wrong.   It  is  an  average  of 
native  range  F.A.R.  taken  at  Squaw  Butte  in  Oregon,  and 
several  area  "crested  wheat  seedings"  (some  in  very  poor 
condition,  because  of  lack  of  BLM  maintenance.)   It  should 
not  be  an  average,  as  native  range  and  "crested  wheat  seeding: 
are  always  used  separately.   In  fact  many  allotments  do  not 
even  have  "seedings" . 

This  poorly  compiled  'Range  Survey'  is  the  Bureau's  only 
source  for  justifying  a  reduction  of  A.U.M.s.   With  a  truer 
Forge  Acre  Requirement'  figure,  more  reasonable 'Proper  Use 
Figures'  and  corrections  of  obvious  mistakes  in  the  survey, 
a  much  fairer  'Resource  Management  Plan'  could  be  arrived  at. 
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The  period-of-use  figures  do  not  consider  at  all  the  large 
amount  of  forage  available  from  annuals.   These  annuals 
can  only  be  used  properly  from  approximately  March  1  to 
June  30  each  year.   Some  use  of  this  large  amount  of  top 
quality  forage  needs  to  be  incorporated  into  the  proposed 
action  as  well  as  any  alternative  considered.   None  of 
the  alternatives  consider  any  of  the  adverse  effects  the 
changes  in  period-of-use  and/or  reduction  in  A.U.M.s  will 
have  on  private  land  in  the  unit.   Most  streams  are  either 
on  private  property  o£.  access  is  controlled  by  private 
property.   Most  of  the  large  season  long  streams  are  con- 
trolled by  valid  state  water  rights.   If  A.U.M.s  are  re- 
duced and/or  periods-of-use  changed,  nearly  all  private 
property  now  managed  by  the  BLM  (under  exchange-of-use) 
will  be  fenced.   This  will  cause  a  severe  impact  on  reparian 
qualities,  wild  life  and  public  access  on  such  lands. 

Regarding  general  range  conditions,  of  which  the  BLM  has  no 
valid  studies  concerning  actual  trend,  the  alternative  of 
"No  Action"  is  the  most  economically  feasible.   The  trend 
of  the  range  should  be  studied  for  a  period  of  a  few  yeare 
and  adjustments  could  be  made  as  needed. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  what  we  feel  are  mistakes  in  the 
range  survey  on  the  Golconda  Butte  Allotment.   41-014,  41-020 
41-005,  41-016,-41-013. 

After  reviewing  the  draft  we  find  that  the  BLM  has  mistakingly 
listed  the  boundary  of  the  Golconda  Butte  and  Sand  Pass 
allotments  as  being  fenced.   This  is  completely  wrong,  there 
is  no  fence,  and  how  many  other  mistakes"  has  the  BLM  made 
area  wide? 


Very  truly  yours 


.-<■-'■• 


cc:   Frank  Shields 


Glenn  Tipton   ' 

r^  ■/'    - 

F-    J£T  Frosty   Tipton 
Mitch  Moiola 
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23"  1  lBQUet   Range  Survey 

See  disouBsion  of  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS 

23'2  lesuai   Map  Discrepanciea 

Sea  response  to  Issue  12-1. 
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Nevada    Chapter 

P.O.    Bo::   1606 

Caroon  City,  NV  89701 


1  April  1981 


Mr.  Prank  C.  Shields,  District  Manager 
Bui eau  of  Land  :  anagement 
705  E.  4th  Street 
.Vinnemucca,  NV  8944  5 

Dear  Mr.  Shieldo  : 

The  Nevada  chapter  of  The  7/ildlife  Society  has  reviewed  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Paradise- 
Denio  Resource  Area  and  our  comments  follow. 

In  general,  this  is  the  best  prepared  grazing  D2I3  of  any  we 
have  reviewed  for  Nevada.   It  has  been  well  layod  out,  the 
discussions  are  for  the  moat  part  succinct,  to  the  point,  and 
provide  an  accurate  description  of  the  existing  situation,  and 
proposed  action  and  alternatives.   Even  though  we  do  not  agree 
with  all  of  the  di3CU33ions  or  management  approaches,  it  is  a 
well  done  document.   Our  co  .menta  will  range  from  fairly  gene- 
ral to  fairly  specific,  depending  on  the  topic  we  are  addres- 
sing. 

Tables.   S'i.<siary  Table  1  is  the  first  of  its  kind  we  have  seen 
In  a  grazing  EIS  and  we  hope  all  future  Bit',  grazing  EIS'o  will 
have  this  feature:  it  allows  the  reader  to  quickly  peruse  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  and  their  effects.   Several 
tables  were,  however,  difficult  to  read — specifically  tables 
1-1.  1-2.  1-14,  1-16,  1-19,  and  3-5.  Making  the  type  larger 
at  the  expense  of  several  additional  pages  would  be  a  pre- 
ferred alternative. 

Haps .  These  are  generally  eaay  to  read  and  understand,  and 
have  adequate  color  contrast.   Specific  comments:  1.  Land 
Status-the  term  National  Resource  Lands  was  outdated  three  or 
four  years  ago-we  suggest  you  use  the  term  Public  Lands,  instead. 
2.  Range  Facilities  and  Land  Treatments-1980-!'ropooed  Actlon- 
the  legend  should  include  the  number  of  acres  of  sagebrush  con- 
trol and  seedingB,  plus  the  numbers  of  other  improvements — 
miles  of  fence,  spring  developments,  pipelines,  etc.  3.  Range 
Facilities  and  land  Treatments-Maximizing  Livestock  Altemative- 
1980:  prescribed  burning  in  3  o'«n  here,  but  not  in  the  iToposed 
Action.   Vftiy?   4.  Range  Facilities  and  L:jid  Treatments  Exist- 
ing- no  seedings  or  spray  jobs  are  shown.   .'/as  this  area  not 
a  part  of  the  old  Beowawe  project,  and  were  not  considerable 
acreages  sprayed  and  seeded?  On  page  2-11,  in  the  discussion 
on  Sage  Grouse  it  is  noted  that  94,220  acres  of  sagebrush  had 
been  removed.   These  areas  should  be  shown  on  the  existing 
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range  facilities  and  land  treatments  map  to  put  things  in 
accurate  poropeotive  for  the  roader.  These  would  be  particularly 
neccauary  when  making  comparisons  between  this  map  and  the 
proponed  action  map.   5.  The  map  showing  Antelope  and  Bighorn 
Sheep  i:j  slightly  misleading  as  there  are  no  sheep  on  BL." 
public  l:jid3  now,  but  the  legend  does  not  state  this.  Hap 
comparisons.   1.  Livestock  Vegetative  Condition  vs.  Range 
Facilities  and  Land  Treatments — Propos  d  Action:  why  is  sage- 
brush control  necessary  in  the  7/illow  Creek  area  north  of 
Greeley  Croesing  if  range  condition  is  good?  Is  this  project 
really  meded?  The  same  questions  apply  to  the  Villow  Springs 
are't  on  the  east  aide  of  the  Pine  Forest  Range .   2.  Vegetative 
Types,  1980  vs.  Bighorn  use  areas:  the  Jackson  'ountaino  are 
plnyon-juniper   or  saltbush;  the  rest  of  the  sheep  U3e  ureas 
are  in  big  sagebrush  types.   Theae  types  are  not  preferred  by 
most  bighorns,  exceptions  bein;;  those  sheep  which  come  from  the 
Desert  National  Vildlife  Refuse  north  of  L -s  Vegas.   ,Ve ,  there- 
fore, wonder  about  the  suitability  of  theae  areas.   Perhaps 
more  discussion  should  be  devot'-d  to  the  proposed  sheep  re- 
lease areas  in  the  narrative  of  the  DEIS. 

7ild  and  »ree  Roaming  Horses.   Ve  totally  endorse  the  proposed 
reductions'  of  hor:;e  numbers  under  the  proposed  action,  in- 
cluding their  restrictions  to  just  a  few  areas  instead  of 
resource  area  wide. 

So_ilo.  le    .luestlon  whether  any  noil  loss  is  acceptable  in 
Great  "Basin  wildlands.   The  :',oil  Conservation  Service's  accepted 
criteria  of  three  to  five  tons  per  acre  is  questionable,  as 
most  of  their  work,  except  for  soil  survey  work  for  the  J!LH, 
has  been  on  private  lands  having  much  better  soils  than  are 
normally  found  on  the  rangelands  in  the  GrDat  Basin.   A  con- 
version of  the  tons  per  acre  to  inches  of  soil  lost  per  acre 
would  be  much  more  meaningful  to  those  of  us  reading  the  EIS. 
We  suggest|this  engage  be  made  in  the  final  EIS. 

Sensitive  Plants.  Hew  data  are  available  since  the  DEIS  was 
prepared:  these  should  be  used.  They  include  a  new  federal 
lifting  of  endangered  plants  plu3  those  under  consideration 
for  listing,  plus  results  of  a  meeting  on  T  &  E  plants  held 
last  November  in  Reno.  Your  district  botanist  should  have  thie 
information  at  hand.  Also,  :inzel,  1978  and  1979  should  be 
spelled  r,inzl. 

Chukar.   The  DEIS  does  not  cover  the  most  important  upland 
game  species  in  the  DEIS  area — chukar.   .7e  are  very  surprised 
that  thin  species  was  omitted.   The  Paradise-Denio  EIS  area 
ha:  some  of  the  best  chukar  populations  and  finest  hunting 
anywhere  in  the  United  States,  based  on  our  knowledge,  ex- 
perience, and  Nevada  Department  of  'Wildlife  data.  To  leave 
them  out  is  a  major  omission.   Thile  chukara  may  not  be 
severely  affected  by  the  proposed  action,  certain  populations 
might  be,  such  as  those  using  the  Double  H  mountains,  which 
are  proposed  for  sagebrush  spraying  in  their  entirety.   .Vhile 
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chukara  do  not  utilize  sagebrush  for  food,   sagebrush  pro- 
vide:, essential  eoc.pe  cover.   In  areas  which  have  had 
sagebrush  removed,  either  by  spraying  or  by  fire,  even  though 
thJre  may  be  a  good  stand  of  cheatgraos  regaining,  use  by 
chukar3  is  low.  He   urge  you  to  put  a  thorough  discussion  on 
chukars  into  the  final  EIS,  an  they  will  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  action,  and  they  are  such  an  important  recreational 
species. 

Forage  Allocation.   Ve  are  not  happy  to  read  that  550  to  740 
deer  from  existing  populations  will  not  be  allocated  forage 
In  perspective,  this  is  a  14  or  15  percent  reduction  from  the 
estimated  5,000  animals  which  use  the  area.   Ve  are  happy  to 
S??,^at  tora-Be   wil1  be  allocated  to  bighorn  sheep  and  for 
additional  antelope.   .Ve  support  this  overall  concept  In  that 
a  greater  species  diversity  will  be  the  likely  result,   -ye" 
support  the  overall  forage  allocating  as  it  is  described  in 
the  DEIS— -a  major  reduction  for  both  livestock  and  wild  horses 
We  realize  that  the  vegetation  resource  is  finite,  and  agree 
that  the  proposed  action  is  necessary.   ,Ve  do,  however 
seriously  question  the  concept  of  forage  allocation  under  the 
No  Livestock  Grazing  Alternative— what  is  the  use  of,  or  need 
for,  allocating  forage  to  the  remaining  big  game  and  wild 
horses?  He   cannot  see  a  need  for  this,  as  current  populations 
of  deer  and  horses  are  a  long  way  from  filling  the  AUI.'  con- 
sumption gap  caused  by  removal  of  livestock,   A  technical 
point:  Sujiaiary  Table  1  shows  only  cattle  as  being  present 
?e Kt he  narrative  states  there  is  one  full  time  sheep  permittee 
in  the  DEIS  area,  plus  three  other  oermittees  who  run  both 
sheep  and  cattle.   Ti.is  should  be  clarified  in   the  final  EIS. 

Small  Habitats.   While  there  are  broad  expanses  of  typical 
vegetation  such  as  sagebrush,  saltbrush,  and  plnyon- juniper . 
there  are  very  restricted  habitats  such  as  springs  and  seeps 
upland  meadows,  riparian  zones,  and  groves  of  quaking  aspen 
and  mountain  mahogany,  which  are  of  crucial  importance  to 
wildlife.   '.Vhile  these  habitats  in  the  Great  Basin  comprise 
less  than  one  percent  of  the  land  surface,  they  are  essential 
to  tne  continued  survival  of  at  least  75  per  cent  of  the  verte- 
brate wildlife  living  in  the  Great  Basin.   Theee  habitats  sup- 
ply part  or  all  of  the  annual  life  cycle  requirements  for  these 
8F?S,??-   If  tne  habita*a  are  further  degraded  or  destroyed, 
wildlife  individuals  and  perhaps  populations  may  be  lost.   The 
riparian  habitats  are  of  particular  importance,  for  no  other 
habitat  supports  such  a  diverse  fauna  in  terms  of  both  species 
and  individuals.   Riparian  habitat,  or  its  maintenance  and 
improvement,  are  the  number  8  objective  for  this  DEIS,  yet 
every  action — the  proposed  action  and  all  the  alternatives 
except  No  Livestock  Grazing  (which  is  unrealistic)  will  de- 
grade riparian  habitat  in  the  Paradise-Denio  EIS  area) 
According  to  the  data  supplied  in  the  EIS  area  there  are  3,694 
acres  of  riparian  habitat— out  of  4,330,263  total  acres  in  the 
his  area.   Yet  there  is  not  ono  proposal  to  protect  any  of  this 
small  acreage  of  riparian  habitat  by  any  means  I   This  to  us 
as  professional  wildlife  biologists  and  managers,  is  totally 
unacceptable  J   .Ve  are  simply  appalled  that  there  is  so  little 
ibitat  in  this  DEIS.   At  the  least, 
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every  bit  of  identified  ripurian  habitat  ohould  be  fenced  to 
exclude  all  livestock  and  all  wild  horses.   Nowhere  has  it  been 
demonatrated  that  any  grazing  system  or  grazing  management 
scheme  will  do  anything  otner  than  degrade  riparian  habitat.  To 
put  thi3  situation  in  perspective,  the  proposed  action  inclu- 
ding all  support  facilities  (Table  1-5)  will  coot  MINE 
MILLION  DOLLARS  (at  I960  costs).   Riparian  areas  are  so  few, 
so  fragile  and  so  important  to  so  many  wildlife  species,  that 
they  must  be  protected,  preferably  by  fencing.   And  the  addi- 
tional coots  of  a  few  more  miles  of  fence  will  only  be  a  drop 
in  the  bucket  compared  with  the  total  implementation  costs. 
The  same  can  be  said  for  aspen  stands,  as  they  are  also  very 
important  to  many  wildlife  species.   They  too,  are  miniscule 
in  acreage  when  compared  with  the  EIS  area  size.  7/e  urge  that 
aspen  stands  bo  protected  by  fencing,  as  fencing  is  the  only 
tool  which  we  are  aware  of  that  will  do  an  adequate  job  of 
protection.  To  not  fence  or  otherwise  protect  these  areas  is, 
we  feel,  to  abrogate  BLLl's  responsibilities  as  resource  mana- 
gers of  public  lands.   "rotection  of  these  habitatB,  particularly 
riparian,  io  required  in  I3IJ'  mraiual  6740,  presidential  execu- 
tive order,  uni  FLK'Ji.  As  a  last  comment,  we  urge  you  to  send 
as  many  of  your  range  and  wildlife  specialists  and  area  managers 
as  possible  to  the  symposium  sponsored  Jointly  by  The  '.Yildllfe 
Society  and  Society  for  Range  Management  which  will  be  held  in 
Vinemucca  on  April  14,  15,  and  16.  Hopefully  those  who  pre- 
pared the  DEIS  will  learn  first  hand  of  the  importance  of  these 
small  habitats  to  wildlife. 

Streams .   Again,  these  are  very  small  habitats,  very  restricted, 
and  yet  the  proposed  action  will  allow  continued  deterioration 
on  17  of  the  20  which  the  DEIS  noted  are  protectable.   This 
is  simply  unnaeceptable,  for  most  of  the  reasons  discussed 
above.   .Ye  offer  the  same  suggestions  ao  for  riparian  areas: 
protect  these  limited  habitats  by  fencing  them,  as  nothing 
else  we  are  aware  of  seems  to  work.   It  should  not  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  BL'i's  wildlife  habitat  program  in  your 
district  to  protect  streams  and  riparian  areas  from  the  con- 
tinued degradation  caused  by  livestock  grazing — even  BLM 
policy  notes  this.   '.Ve  urge  you  to  reconsider  the  effects  of 
the  proposed  action  (and  all  alternatives  except  No  Grazing) 
on  streams,  and  add  sufficient  fencing  in  the  final  EIS 
proposed  action  to  adequately  protect  this  extremely  valuable 
resource. 


'Vhlle  there  are  seve 
pages  1-8  and  1-11 , 
(Treatments  1  and  2) 
areaB,  we  seriously 
world  of  functional 
cooperation.  In  oth 
doubt  whether  they  e 
ever,  that  this  disc 
of  its  kind  we  have 
commended  for  it. 


ral  grazing  treatments  discussed  on 
and  while  we  support  several  of  these 

for  improving  aspen  and  perhaps  riparian 
question  their  feasibility  in  the  real 
allotment  management  plans  and  permittee 
r  word3,  these  look  good  on  paper,  but  we 
an  ever  be  implemented.   '.Ve  must  note,  how- 
ussion  of  grazing  treatments  is  the  first 
seen  in  a  grazing  EIS  and  you  are  to  be 
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Sproyin 
seedin 


and  Seeding.   The  total  of  254,000-plus   acres  of 
and  spraying  io  an  awoome  amount  by  anyone's  standards. 
We  will  prefaoe  our  remarks  on  this  by  saying  that  we  urge  you 
to  use  every  possible  means  but  spraying  and  seeding  (which 
includes  water  developments,  fencing,  and  proposed  grazing 
treatments)  for  two  full  grazing  cycles,  if  possible,  before 
embarking  on  the  ambitious  vegetative  type  conversion  program 
described  in  the  proposed  action.   Barring  that,  we  Bupport  the 
spray-seed  program  you  propose  as  long  as  you  follow  the  re- 
strictions you  have  discussed,  auch  as  spraying  in  strips  in 
deer  use  areas,  and  following  the  guidelines  set  forth  for 
sage  grouse  habitat  protection  as  presented  by  the  'Vestern 
States  Sage  Grouse  Committee.   The  inclusion  of  these  stipu- 
lations is  cosmendable,  and  we  highly  support  your  stand. 
There  are,  however,  several  statements  in  the  DEIS  which  need 
clarification.   Page  3-14:   2,4-D  "is  thought  to  have  no 
detrimental  efi'ect"  yet  no  one  knows  for  sure.   It  is  also 
stated  that  forbs  return  to  their  former  ubindance  in  5  to  19 
years  after  spraying.   We  find  this  unacceptable,  considering 
the  life  Bpans  of  most  wildlife  species,  including  mule  deer, 
antelope  and  sage  grouse  are  less  than  ten  years.   'Vhat  will 
these  oemi-forb  dependent  wildlife  species  and  populations 
exist  on  during  the  first  four  years  after  spraying  has  been 
done?  Porbu  are  essential  for  the  Burvival  of  sage  grouoe 
chicks,  and  the./  are  essential^Lactuting  mule  deer  and  antelope. 

Totaosium  Nitrate  poisoning:   "large  herbivores   must  be  re- 
stricted from  using  those  plants  which  accumulate  potassium 
nitrate"  .  If  such  plants  are  foujid  in  the  EIS  area,  how  do 
you  propose  to  restrict  their  use  by  mule  deer  and  antelope? 
This  point  ohould  be  addressed  in  the  final  EIS.   .Ve  do  ap- 
preciate the  honesty  and  candor  expressed  in  the  various  dis- 
cussions of  the  effects  of  these  management  methods  which  will 
alter  so  much  habitat.   .Ve  suggest  alao,  where  spraying  is 
considered  near  riparian  and  meadow  areaB,  that  the  protective 
buffer  atrip  be  widened  from  300  feet  to  1,500  feet.   '.Ve  have 
seen  such  things  as  domestic  rodes  killed  by  2,4-D  which  had 
drifted  almost  a  mile.  .  .  . 

Other  comments.   Bighorn  sheep — how  firm  are  the  release  site 
proposals?  ^e  are  aware  that  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife 
discussed  proposed  releases  on  public  lands  in  several   Nevada 
BLM  districts,  and  urged  the  BLM  to  develop  habitat  management 
plans  and  their  environmental  analyses  for  sheep  transplants. 
The  plans  were  written,  but  NDO',7  plana  or  priorities  changed 
and  the  releasee   have  either  not  been  made  or  have  been 
delayed  oeveral  years.   It  is  something  the  Vinnemucoa  dis- 
trict should  be  aware  of.   Something  which  you  might  consider 
in  the  final  EIS  is  to  concentrate  the  bighorn  sheep  trans- 
plants to  only  two  or  three  sites,  and  let  the  forage  allocated 
to  the  other  sites  revert  to  use  by  mule  deer  and  antelope 
where  they  are  pre  ent. 
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Overall,  aa  noted  above,  thla  is  the  heat  grazing  DEIS  we  have 
reviewed.   The  document  is  well  written,  gives  an  honest 
apT.raisal  of  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  and  alterna- 
tives, particularly  as  they  affect  -wildlife  habitats,  the 
grazing  methods  discussion  and  summary  tables  are  well  thought 
out  end  prepared,  ao  is  the  first  part  of  chapter  three — 
assumptions  and  analysis  guidelines ,  the  threshold  concept, 
and  so  on.   Ve  urge  you  to  make  the  changes  we  have  suggested, 
particularly  as  thouo  apply  to  ripurian  areas  and  other  small 
habitats  including  streams,  and  proposals  for  spraying  and 
seeding. 

Vn  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  oouujiont  and  wiuli  to  bo 

kept  on  uli  mailing  lists  for  the  final  EIS  for  I'uruUitiu- 

Denio ,  ull  segments  of  Clil/P,  as  well  as  the  Sonoma-Gerlach 
EIS. 


William  R.  Bri^ham 
Preaident 


24*1  jBSUe*   Land  Status  Terminology 
See  Errata  -  Chapter  1. 

24"2  IfiflUa'   Range  Facilitiea  and  Land  Treatments 

A  complete  breakdown  of  size  and  number  of  range  facilities  and  land 
treatments  by  allotment  are  shown  in  the  DEIS  Appendix  B,  Section  2, 
page  6-1. 

24"3  lBBUei   Prescribed  Burning 

The  proposed  prescribed  burning  areas  shown  on  the  Range  Facilities 
and  Land  Treatments  -  Maximizing  Livestock  Alternative  Hap  are  areas 
that  are  specifically  identified  for  that  type  of  treatment.   Other 
areas  proposed  for  sagebrush  control  (either  in  the  proposed  action 
or  maximizing  livestock  alternative)  may  be  controlled  by  a  variety 
of  different  methods  which  include  discing,  chaining,  burning, 
spraying,  etc.   aa  stated  on  DEIS  page  1-11.   No  areas  in  the 
proposed  action  were  specifically  proposed  for  prescribed  burning, 
however,  this  type  of  land  treatment  may  be  identified  during  the 
CRMP  process.   See  response  to  Issue  16-3  and  discussion  of  CRMP  in 
the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

24-4  laauei   Existing  Baedings  and  Sprayings 

There  were  considerable  acreages  seeded  and  sprayed  in  the 
Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area.   Agreeably,  addition  of  existing 
spraying  and  seeding  would  have  been  helpful  in  comparing  the 
alternatives.   All  information  necessary  for  thla  comparison  is 
available  in  the  Wlnnemucca  District  Office. 

24"5  Issuei   Blq  Game  Use  Areas  -  Antelope  and  Bighorn  Sheep  Hap 
See  Errata  -  Chapter  2. 

24"6  Iseuei   Proposed  Land  Treatments 

The  DEIS  Identified  areas  that  have  potential  for  land  treatments. 
Actual  on-the-ground  manipulations  will  not  take  place  until  their 
need  ia  identified  through  the  CHMP  process  and  an  environmental 
asBeeBinent  and  cost-effective  analysis  have  been  dona. 

24-7  Ie8Uei   Sediment  Yield  Heaeuremente 

Tons/acre  is  a  generally  accepted  unit  of  description  used  in 
sediment  yield  determination /  just  as  gallons/minute  la  commonly 
UBed  in  water  quantification.   One  reaaon  for  this  is  that  soil  loss 
in  inches  would  be  measured  in  minuscule  amounts  (i.e.,  one 
tone/acre  equalB  .006  Inches  of  soil  loss). 


24~8  Iaauei   Sensitive  Plants 

See  Errata  -  Chapter  2,  Chapter  3  and  Bibliography. 
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24*9  Iaaue>   Analysis  of  Impacte  to  Chukar 
See  response  Co  Issue  7-1, 

24"*10  lBBuai   «uie  Deer  Numbers 

See  response  to  Issue  7-5. 

24-11  Issuei   Doaeatia  Sheep 

The  term  "livestock"  as  used  in  Summary  Table  1  of  the  DEIS  is  used 
to  mean  both  cattle  and  domestic  sheep. 

24-12  Issue:   Protection  of  Riparian  Habitat 
See  response  to  Issue  5-15. 

24-13  Issues   Maintenance  of  Aspen  Stands 

Grazing  Treatment  1,  DEIS,  page  1-8,  wae  designed  to  perpetuate 
reproduction  of  aspen.   In  those  allotments  where  this  treatment  is 
applied,  it  is  anticipated  that  aspen  stands  will  be  maintained.  The 
effects  of  this  treatment  will  be  monitored  and  adjustments  made 
accordingly.   Fencing  of  individual  aspen  stands  may  develop  through 
CRHP.   See  discussion  of  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the 


24-14 


Issuei   Protection  of  Stream  Habitat 


See  response  to  Issue  5-15. 


24-15  i" 


Protection  of  wildlife  During  Treatment 


Vegetation  manipulation  treatments  will  be  developed  through  the 
CRHP  process  (please  see  CRHP  discussion  at  beginning  of  the  Summary 
In  the  PEIS)  and  specific  projects  will  be  proposed  at  that  time. 


Bite-specif lc  environmental  asees 


sments  analyzing  the  impacts 


anticipated  on  wildlife  and  their  habitat  will  be  completed  at  that 
time.   Hltlgatlng  measures  will  be  applied  prior  to  on- 
treatments.   Also  see  Standard  Operating  Procedures 
1-32,  1-3B  and  1-39. 


-the-ground 
on  DEIS  page 


24-16  lB»uei   Potassium  Nitrate  Poisoning 

Adverse  Impacts  to  wildlife  resulting  from  toxic  accumulations  of 
potassium  nitrate  in  some  species  of  vegetation  will  be  analyzed 
once  specific  spraying  projects  are  proposed.   Such  proiecte  will  be 
developed  through  CRHP  (see  CRHP  discussion  at  the  beginning  of  the 
Summary  In  the  FEIS). 

24-17  lBBUei   Bighorn  Sheep  Reintroduction 

This  agency  and  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  have  identified 
areas  with  eultable  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep  and  also  the 
reasonable  numbers  which  could  be  supported  In  these  areas  once 
relntroductlons  have  taken  place.   Priorities  for  releases  vary. 
The  Jackeon  Mountains  are  second  in  the  State  (California  bighorns). 
Other  areas  are  of  lower  priority.   It  Is  recognized  that  priorities 
may  change  as  Intensive  livestock  grazing  systems  and  other  activity 
Plans  are  implemented  and  vegetative  responeee  occur. 
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25-1 


'inre-Tjcca,   JT  B9HS 

„35U     .,    JS..1 

Bur-ai:  of  Land  JiajsgeiEnt 
iimeraicca  and  Heno 

£**  ™  »W  «l«t»S5  Sd  cessions  in  goar  j-^  statement  JarT^ 
listing  soae  of  the  things  «hich  teed  correct!^  tore. 

■laanfafi  "£^J^<*fly  2  ",**  raacte8  ■"»  *•"»  «*■«»*  the  Jackson 
drawains.  There  are  nine  more  places.  Also  it  Bas  a  surori*.  the  BuTnteds 
over  l&  years  ofpproposed  action  inprommats  before  tSs^a^^su^T 
*-«£***  axd^lB  (2U,76S)  tto?S  does  «.M23^.*K,"tte5XSr. 
SXFSS?  t^  S^?  ««•>»*  the  imneseary  outs  in  i^pwT^ 
MiB  aorses  sill  continue  oyer  gracing  aaj  toe  B.>.  could  do  Htta/aoart IS 
£L-  ^*  "«  ^Soveraaent  tecoms  responsible  to  the  taxpayers  and  quits 
usins  _BLH  espCLojeee  to  gather  slid  horses.  Gathering  horsslHndbnxitinHeer 
are  bote  says  of  preventing  overgrazing  of  vild  asiaals.  the  difference 
boing toe  person gathering  horsas  oast  have  enough  knoaOedgo  of  wild  horses 

avu  both  the  horses  and  the  terrain.  let  then  Either  the  bursas     It  j,  «*,  ^^ 

eorcrment^the  nr.pt.  of  Health  and  Keif  ore  should  bay  then.  We  tear  of  the 
starving  and  the  necessity  of  school  lunch  prograna.to  wurte  the  abundance 
o.  norses  on  the  idea  toaricano  wa-t  eat  hcrsa  tut  is  nUAO.  They  have 
eaten  and  enjoyed  it  cany  ttUaes  in  the  past. 

to  Hap,  have  Bany  sdatakes  end  csEdsslGna.  Sot  all  of  to,  deeded  land  in 
the  Jac^Q  toantains  is  shoan  on  your  sap.  lie  proposed  fenceToa  thT 
sap  of  Frppsed  Acting  wald  have  no  bsnifet  to  *Z%L*m!!%rtacmi 
sunoer  fences  pJ^cedmere  the  ranchsrs  sant  torn  could  bs  useful,  roe 
fence  on  toptosountain  would  be  hard  to  teep  in  good  shape  and  building  It 

would  be  better  than  a  well.  The  northern  Jackson  Mts.  has  no  «ild  horses. 
B»y  .«  yon  planning  to  use  this  area  for  harass?  It  doem'trM^  tTgtw 
np  land  to  horses  idienyou  are  reducing  thair  maters.  The  slating  tap 
doesn't  show  Hmge  fences*  Trout  Creet-i-llloa  Creek  boundary,  Happy  crs* 
boum-ry,  field  at  Boms  creek  and  swenay  Field,  arauTthLiel^hesT 
Kary  Sloan,  Beer  Creek,  :illtw  Creek,  Trout  Cresk-and  teyers  fan- 
In  the  past  all  of  us  have  shessa  the  Ett  people  ^iere  and  «hat  kind  of 
water  conditions  are  in  the  Jackson  Kt.  This  «aap  dosen't  shov  all  the 
Pg°2 lJg»  troughs  and  reserviors.  Please  include  these  on  future  aapsi 
Sootey  Spring,  Bed  Bute,  Hot  Rpring,Daona  Shea,  fish  Pooi,  Elise  Can™  - 
reservlorsi     Salt  Uell,  winter  Caap  and  Oavica  Hellai     Sooioy  Sprin7   ' 
^  ^l  ^  Basin,  Railroad  Spring,  Kobel  Spring,  Uoodcaop,  South  Spring, 
HotSprin^wJfears  Canyon,  Hhite  Point  Spring,  Rattll^S  Spring  *nT^ 
^C-n^teoughs,  aard  Fan,  Klnter  Ca^,  eortoal,  Sorth  DoSrlrS  batte, 
wsanol.  Ridden  rlays^-slndoilla. 
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25-2    i      0B  yC!s'  Eap  "  BaU-44*  Cenditifias  your  ascellant  fishing  streams  dry  igi 
j    to  the  south  of  the  eanyon  1b  the  emsar.  Big  Creek  doesn't  have  fish  and 
a  clonic?  bai-st  hart  flfrrlne  in  Jackson  Creek  k  few  juste  ago.  Bottle  Creak 
has  sees  flailing.  Not  as  good  as  before,  lbs  land  is  priTltely  owned  as  far 
as  the  sarrovs  around  Bottle  Oniric  Fisherann  should  ba  told  about  this* 

After  yon  ttttroduoe  the  big  barn  sheep  Into  the  Jackson  Kta.  keep  aHay  froa 
than.  Oovernamt  erployisn  Qylug  or  driving  around  push  govs  down  froa  the 
good  fesd  en  the  sustain  to  the  flat.  If  yon  are  really  interest  in  inprorlng 
the  range  tola  doesn't  help  you  cither. 

This  area  should  never  have  considered  for  a  tdlderaess.  Airplanes  and 
airfares  jets  overhead,  roads  and  g^n-trig  dnnps,  and  ill  the  ranches  and 
fame  can  be  seas  from  the  Boartaixu 

fhls  letter  should  shov  you  how  cencsrad  iss  are  uith  the  sanagecent  of  the 
Jackson  P.ts.  the  Black  rock  Desert  and  Desert  Valley,  fais  is  the  land  that 
has  supported  csrfesily  for  generations.  as  don't  abase  It.  It  has  taught  us 
Each  anre  than  you  have  tryed  to  shov  in  this  Iscpact  Stateaart,  and  is  have 
tried  to  share  this  knowledge  ulth  you.  Hease  use  the  ideas  the  ranchers  here 
give  you.  bars  of  learning,  act  Just  a  fav,hs*9  farmed  thes. 

Us  and  Kargarita  toLoac 


25"1     leewei      Map  Discrepancies 

Sea    response    to    Issue    12-1. 

25-2     Issue.       Flshable    Streams 

See    response    to    Inane    12-3. 
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SMITH  &  GAMBLE.  LTD. 

ATTORNErS    AT    UAW 

April  1,    1981 


KOI   NOKTH  OTV1SIOM 
LARSON   CITY.  NEVADA 

T-ELKr'.iONE   [70EI  f.-:i3- 


Mr.   Ed  Spang 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

300  Booth  Street,  Room  3006 

Federal  Building 

Reno,  Nevada  89509 

Dear  Ed: 

I  attended  the  Public  Cesmant  Bearing  in  winaeaaeea  on 
March  11,  1980,  on  the  Paradise-Denio  EIS.   In  reviewing  the 
EIS,  I  note  that  the  BLM  claims  that  the  1978  range  surveys 
are  "the  beat  information  available*  for  determining  the 
carrying  capacity  of  the  range.   In  view  of  your  consul  tusant 
to  monitoring  and  in  view  of  the  startling  results  that 
Resource  Concepts  has  uncovered  in  the  Caliente  resource 
area  and  various  other  areas  throughout  the  state,  it  would 
seem  inappropriate  to  place  so  ouch  reliance  on  range 
surveys  that  appear  to  be  shown  faulty  whenever  submitted  to 
close  scrutiny. 

■rha  Paradise-Dsnio  EIS  also  appears  to  advocate  monitor- 
ing and  forage  allocation  adjustments  based  on  the  coordinated 
resource  management  and  planning  process,   From  reading  tha 
EIS,  however,  I  was  unsure  if  the  various  alternatives 
proposed  implementation  of  livestock  redactions  based  on  the 
range  inventory  as  a  prerequisite  to  coordinated  resource 
managssant  and  planning.  i   asked  this  question  of  Frank 
Shields  after  the  hearing,  and  he  confirmed  that  it  was  his 
intent  and  understanding  to  impose  the  livestock  grazing 
reductions  outlined  in  the  preferred  alternative  as  a  basis 
upon  ejiich  coordinated  resource  management  planning  would  be 
initiated. 

It  is  my  view  that  if  the  BUS  intends  to  force  the 
range  inventory  results  on  the  coordinated  resource  manage- 
ment and  planning  cosnaittees  that  the  entire  process  would 
be  doomed.  This  type  of  approach  to  coordinated  resource 
management  planning  in  the  Winnemucca  District  can  only 
further  alienate  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  from  the 
permittees.   As  a  case  in  point.  Pine  Forest  Land  and  Live- 
stock Company,  having  permits  in  the  Pine  Forest  in  Paiute 


Mr.  Ed  Spang 
April  1,  1981 
Page  Two 


Allotments  is  looking  at  76  6  and  861  reductions  in  livestock 
grazing.   This  ranch  has  been  using  the  public  lands  for 
erasing  since  1918  in  the  same  family.  The  deer  herds, 
antelope  herds,  chuckar  population  and  sage  grouse  population 
have  all  been  on  a  substantial  increase  in  the  past  20 
years.  According  to  Frenchy  Montero,  the  range  conditions 
and  weaning  weights  have  substantially  improved  over  the 
past  20  years.   In  spite  of  this,  the  range  inventory  through 
application  of  the  suitability  criteria  has  determined  that 
nearly  100,000  acres  of  the  124,000  acre  Pine  Forest  Allotment 
is  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing.   It  would  be  easier  for 
the  BLM  staff  to  convince  the  Montero 'e  that  the  world  is 
flat  than  it  would  be  to  convince  thaa  that  100,000  acres  of 
the  124,000  acre  allotment  is  unsuitable  for  livestock 
grazing.   To  force  tham  to  accept  that  as  a  data  basis  for 
the  initiation  of  CRMP  is  absurd.  He  discussed  this  in  our 
March  17,  1981,  meeting.  At  that  time,  you  indicated  that 
you  didn't  intend  for  the  grazing  reduction  to  be  a  pre- 
requisite to  CRMP.   I  haven't  heard  yet  if  Mr.  Shields  has 
received  that  information. 

The  Paradise-Danio  EIS,  as  well  as  the  Caliente  EIS, 
fails  to  analyse  one  of  the  most  obvious  alternatives.  The 
alternative  of  maintaining  livestock  crazing  at  the  present 
levels,  initiation  of  monitoring  and  implementation  of  range 
improvements  in  areas  shown  to  hava  the  greatest  need  through 
monitoring  is  simply  not  analysed.   I  vould  hope  that  ir. 
future  EIS's  being  prepared  by  the  BLM  this  alternative  will 
be  addressed.   As  you  know,  NEPA  does  not  require  you  to 
analyze  the  obviously  impractical  alternative.   In  my  view, 
the  analyzation  of  the  maximizing  wild  horse  alternative 
falls  in  this  category.   To  implement  this  alternative  would 
be  beyond  the  intent  of  Congress  in  adopting  the  1971  Wild 
Borse  and  Burro  Act,  and  definitely  beyond  the  authority  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

If  coordinated  resource  management  and  planning  can  be 
undertaken  on  the  Pine  Forest  Allotment  without  the  prerequi- 
site that  the  1978  range  inventory  be  accepted  as  valid, 
then  Pine  Forest  Land  and  Livestock  Company,  Inc.,  would 
like  to  initiate  CRMP  on  that  allotment.   It  would  seem  to 
me  that  a  logical  unit  for  CRMP  would  be  the  entire  Pine 
Forest  mountain  range.   This  would  involve  Woodward's  Ranch, 
Big  Creek  Ranch  and  Alder  Creek  Ranch,  owned  by  Prank  Pendola, 
and  Knot  Creek  Ranch.  He  have  net  discussed  with  these 
other  ranchers  the  prospect  of  Joining  in  a  CRMP  planning 
unit. 
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Mr.  Ed  Spang 
April  1,  1931 
Page  Three 


I  as  advised  that  Richard  Drake  of  the  Knott  Creek  Ranch 
drained  Knott  Creak  Reservoir  aa  a  result  of  a  disagreement 
with  local  BLN  authorities . 

I  also  note  that  the  Paradiae-Denio  ZIS  calls  for 
extensive  utilisation  of  Big  Onion  Reservoir  as  a  recreation 
Bite.   I  an  curious  if  Prank  Pendola  has  been  consulted 
concerning  these  plans.   It  seens  that  BIX' b   approach  to 
fostering  recreation  in  the  Pine  Forest  area  is  resulting  in 
a  net  loss  of  recreational  facilities.   The  closing  of 
numerous  roads,  including  the  road  to  Blue  Lake,  to  create 
'roadless  areas*  and  other  high-handed  nanagement  decisions 
by  the  local  BLM  managers,  could  have  devastating  effects  on 
the  total  recreation  potential  of  the  area. 

Another  case  in  point  concerns  Leonard  Creak.   The  EI£ 
proposes  reduction  of  livestock  grasing  by  Pine  Forest  Land 
and  Livestock  Company  of  76  »  with  one  of  the  potential 
benefits  being  enhanoeraant  of  the  fisheries  along  Leonard 
Creek.   The  EIS  also  recognizes  that  14  Biles  of  the  20-aile 
length  of  Leonard  Creek  are  privately  owned.   Essentially 
all  of  that  14  alles  is  presently  open  to  fishing  and  other 
recreational  activities  by  the  general  public.   The  net 
result  of  reduction  of  76 «  of  the  livestock  on  the  public 
range  can  only  result  in  an  intensification  of  the  use  of 
the  private  lands.   There  is  absolutely  no  question  that  the 
total  private  lands  of  Pine  Forest  Land  and  Livestock  Coapany 
will  be  fenced  and  the  public  excluded  therefros  if  the  BLM 
persists  in  such  a  drastic  reduction  in  livestock  nunbars. 

The  Pine  Forest  raountein  range  is  an  axes  that  cries 
for  CRMP,  but  it  can  only  be  successful  there  if  the  ELS 
starts  with  an  open  mfnd  and  uses  the  available  data  and  not 
the  faulty  range  inventory. 

Best  personal  regards, 

SMITH  t,    GAMBLE,  LTD. 


26-1  l3sue:   Implementation  of  the  Kange  Survey 


Implementation  of  the  197a  Kange  Survey  will  not  be  a  prerequisite 
to  CkMt.   However,  the  Kange  Survey  does  contain  information  which 


may  be  helpful  In  developing  a  monitoring  program, 
ot  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 


See  discussion 


Julian  C.  Smith,  Jr. 


JCSinat 

cc:   Frank  Shields 
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27*  "f  Is**uei   Range  Survey 

See  diacuaBioii  of  CftMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  In  the  FEIS 
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April  1.   19B1 


Bureau  of  land  Management 
Winnemucca  District 
705  East  4th  Street 
Winnemueea,    KV      89445 

Ret      Paradise-Benio  Environment   Impact  Statement 
Dear  Sirsi 

We  would    like   to  be  on  record  as   objecting  and  protesting  to 
the  draft  EIS.      We   feel  that  the   survey,    the  study,   the  find- 
ings and   the  proposals  are  not  necessarily  correct. 

First,    on  page   1-1,    the   FLPMA  states   that  the    "lands  and   their 
resources  are  periodically  and   systematically   inventoried".      To 
us,    one   survey  conducted    in  1978,    an  unusual  year,    does  not 
constitute  a  periodic   or  true    inventory.      Certainly  the   trend 
of  these  areas   Bhould  be  considered    if   intelligent"  theory  or 
management   is  to  follow.      As   long-time  permitees   in  one  area, 
we   object  to  having  had  no    input   in  surveys,    findings, 
improvements,    or  proposals    in  this   draft. 

The   Range  Suitability  Criteria  used    is   probably  the  biggeBt 
mistake  made   in  this   draft.      None   of  the  RSC  were  specifically 
determined   for  this  particular  area  and  what   is  true,    for 
example,   at  Squaw  Butte    in  Burns,    Oregon   is  not  necessarily 
true  at  Golconda   in  Humboldt  County,    Nevada.      Consideration  o' 
-i°£!.JJ!     distance- from  water  are  affected  by  other  factors  such 
as  weather  and  accessibility.      Produetivity  did  not  consider 
annuals  and   other  vegetation  known  to  be   consumed  by  anisals 
and  are   of  more    importance   than  the  perennials    in  this  ar»a. 
Much  of  the  productivity  of   these   lands    is   determined   by  soil 
chemistry  which  we   fail  to  see   considered   in  any  depth 
According  to  Table  2-2,   page  2-5,    a  total  of  32*  of  these 
vegetations    in  this  EIS  area   grow  in  alkaline  soil,   which  will 
improve   little  under  the  very  best  of  growing  conditions  as 
shown  by  the  railroad  rights-of-way  which  have  been  fenced  for 
many,   many  years. 

Another  point  we   find   completely  overlooked    is   "natural-  fires 
(as   opposed  to  controlled  burning).      These  areas  are^ubjfct 
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BLM 

Pace  Two 
April  1,  1981 


to  frequent  electrical  storms  and  nan-caused  fires,  and  one 
year  could  completely  wipe  out  any  results  that  might  have  been 
accomplished  and  completely  change  the  short  and  long-range 
planning.   Other  results  of  "Mother  Nature"  have  not  been 
considered  as  welli  such  bb  drought  (similar  to  the  ene  prior 
to  1978)  or  cloudbursts  causing  eroBioni  both  are  prevelant 
here. 

In  our  particular  area,  two  BUI  improved  springs  are  not 
included.   One  is  marked  with  a  very  large  sign  as  being  BLMi 
the  other  was  totally  developed  by  the  BUS  and  has  all  the  signed 
agreements  on  record.   Neither  one  is  on  the  master  map. 
Another  blunder  concerns  wild  horses.   In  Table  2-8,  it  is 
estimated  that  1980  there  were  30  wild  horses  in  our  areai 
this  area  was  designated  wild  horse  free  in  1971  and  remains 
so  today. 

If  trend  has  not  and  is  not  to  be  considered,  we  fail  to  see 
where  the  draft  shows  a  need  for  any  of  the  proposals ,  and 
should  the  proposals  be  implemented,  that  any  of  them  would 
be  successful  in  increasing  production. 

In  conclusion,  we  feel  the  study  is  in  opposition  to  reality. 
This  is  a  basically  desert  type  area  that  hasTTf  reducing  revenue 
for  close  to  100  years.   The  draft  proposes  drastic  reductions 
in  that  revenue  for  the  next  >*2   years  in  its  futile  attempts 
to  matte  the  vegetation,  soil,  and  terrain  into  something  that 
can  never  be  accomplished.   Summing  up,  this  draft  is  written 
proof  that  you,  the  B1M,   don't  even  know  the  territory  or 
anything  that  comes  with  it. 

Sincerely, 


PINSON  and  PETTII  BAHCHES 

(Mrs.)  JO  CHRISTISON 
Owner 

JC/dsc 


28-1  I8sue  Kange  Survey 

See  discussion  on  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

28-2  Issue:   Spring  Identification 
See  response  to  Issue  12-1. 

28~3  lBHUei   Wild  Horse  Numbers  i 

The  data  shown  in  Table  2-8  were  correlated  prior  to  the  1980 
Inventory  of  the  district,  and  therefore  estimates  of  wild  horse 
numbers  were  made  for  each  area.   The  1980  inventory  of  the  Osgood 
Mountains  area  showed  that  there  were  25  wild  horBes  utilizing  the 
area . 
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29*1  laeuei   Impacts  to  Saga  Grouse  and  Ouail 

Summary  Table  I  In  the  FEIS  reflecte  an  anticipated  Increase  of  50 
percent  In  the  aayo  grouse  and  quail  populations  under  the 
"Maximizing  Livestock  Grazing"  alternative.   impacts  resulting  from 
Implementation  of  this  alternative  are  analyzed  in  the  Wildlife 
section  of  Chapter  3  In  the  DEIS. 

29"2  Issue:   Rancher  Wealth 

The  term  "rancher  wealth"  refers  to  the  value  that  has  accrued  to 
BLH  AUMs  as  a  result  of  grazing  tees  which  have  traditionally  been 
lower  on  public  range  than  on  private.   Because  this  fee  is  lower, 
ranchers  have  been  willing  to  pay  more  than  the  original  AUMs'  coBt 
for  the  opportunity  to  graze  on  federally  managed  range.   As  a 
consequence  the  grazing  permit  has  acquired  a  market  value  that 
contributes  to  the  capital  and  credit  structure  of  ranches  because 
the  permit  may  be  sold  in  the  market  place  or  used  aB  collateral  for 
loans.  Use  of  the  term  is  in  accordance  with  Washington  office  and 
Nevada  state  office  guidance. 

29*3  Issue;   Ranch  Value 

Correspondence  with  a  number  of  brokers  dealing  with  the  Bale  and 
purchase  of  ranch  properties  aa  well  ae  the  Federal  Land  Bank, 
indicates  that  the  value  of  BLH  AUMa  in  northern  Nevada  ranges  from 
525  to  Sbu  per  AUM  with  an  average  value  of  about  S50  (Falk  1980). 

The  overall  value  of  a  ranch  can  be  estimated  in  terms  of  the  herd 
size  (number  of  animal  units)  that  it  can  support  on  a  year-round 
basis.   In  Humboldt  County,  ranch  value  averages  about  $1,500  per 
animal  unit  !AU).   This  value  Includes  the  ranch's  investment  in 
land,  equipment  and  buildings  aa  well  aB  its  BLH  AUMs.   The  loss  of 
all  its  BLH  AUMs  does  not  reduce  the  ranch's  investment  In  these 
other  resources.   BecausB  the  ranch  retains  the  capacity  (land, 
equipment,  and  buildinga)  to  aupport  its  original  herd  size  on  lte 
base  property,  and  because  a  ranch  lias  a  number  of  optione  regarding 
ttte  acquiaitioj)  of  alternative  Bources  of  feed  (e.g.,  private 
pasture  rental  or  lease,  development  of  additional  forage  on  base 
property  or  purchase  of  hay),  it  is  not  poBBible  to  predict  the 
decline  In  ranch  value  which  would  be  Incurred  from  the  loss  of  BLH 
AUMs.   Approaching  the  rancher  wealth  analysia  in  terms  of  an  animal 
unit  basis  was  discussed  during  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS. 
Although  reduction  In  BLM  AUMs  definitely  affects  the  animal  unit 
aupport  capacity  of  a  ranch,  for  the  reasonB  discuBBed  above   it  was 
decided  that  the  decline  in  ranch  value  could  moat  accurately  be 
reflected  in  the  lose  of  the  value  of  the  BLM  AUMa  themselves. 
The  economic  analyslB  of  the  No  Livestock  Grazing  Alternative 
estimated  that  50  ranches,  75  percent  of  the  ranches  with  BLH 
permits  In  the  EIS  area,  would  have  the  greatest  probability  of 
ceasing  operation.   while  these  ranches  might  cease  operation,  their 
fixed  resources  (land  and  Improvements )  would  not  be  idle.   other 
ranch  firmB,  agricultural  Investors  or  nonagrlcultural  Investors 
would  buy  the  real  property  and  continue  to  uae  it  in  ranching, 
farming,  or  develop  It  for  nonagrlcultural  uses.   Changes  such  as 
these  could  even  Increase  the  land's  value. 

29-4  iaauei   Role  of  CRMP 

See  dlacuaaion  of  CKMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  In  the  FEIS. 
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Frank  Shields,  District  Manager 
Winnemucca  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
705  East  4th  Street 
Winnemucca,  Nevada    894  4  5 


Rei   Draft  Paradlse-Denlo  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Shields! 

I  have  reviewed  the  above-captioned  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  (EIS)  and  wish  to  submit  the  following 
comments  on  behalf  of  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council, 
Inc.  (NRDC) . 

As  you  may  already  know,  NRDC,  a  nonprofit  environ- 
mental membership  organisation,  has  long  been  concerned  about 
the  management  and  current  conditions  of  the  publicly-owned 
rangelands  in  Nevada  and  other  western  states.   Me  believe  that 
adequate  range  EIS's  are  the  key  means  by  which  the  actions 
necessary  to  improve  current  conditions  and  achieve  multiple 
UBe  management  can  be  identified  and  their  implementation  sup- 
ported. 

The  draft  EIS  reveals  that  a  number  of  seriouB  manage- 
ment problems  exist  in  the  Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area.   These 
include  lack  of  any  season  of  use  restrictions,  over  obligation 
of  available  vegetation,  and  conflicts  between  livestock  use 
and  wildlife,  riparian  and  recreational  resources.   It  also 
reveals  that,  as  the  result  of  these  and  other  problems,  the 
publicly-owned  resources  of  the  area  have  been,  and  are  being, 
adversely  impacted.   For  example,  141  of  the  lands  are  in  poor 
condition  and  riparian  areas  have  been  severly  degraded. 
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Obviously,  prompt  changes  in  existing  management  are  needed  in 
order  to  remedy  the  problems  and  improve  the  conditions. 

The  proposed  action  which  is  addressed  in  the  EIS  con- 
tains some  features  which  appear  responsive  to  existing  prob- 
lems. Including,  for  example,  the  long-overdue  establishment  of 
seasons  of  use  and  necessary  reductions  in  livestock  numbers. 
It  is  clearly  not  a  multiple-use  plan,  however.   Moreover,  the 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  action  which  are  considered  In  the 
EIS  were  clearly  not  properly  selected.   Because  of  time  con- 
straints, these  comments  will  deal  principally  with  these  two 

tSSUBB. 

According  to  the  EIS,  the  proposed  action  will,  if 
implemented,  increase  livestock  forage  by  86«  while  improving 
range  condition  by  only  13S.   TMb  will  be  accomplished  through 
the  expenditure  of  more  than  $9  million  in  public  monies.   In 
fact,  the  true  costs  of  the  proposal  are  probably  higher  since 
1980  prices  were  used.   P.  1-12.— /   Such  funds  are  even  less 
likely  to  be  forthcoming  today  then  they  were  when  this  pro- 
posal was  originally  developed.   More  importantly,  virtually 
all  of  these  funds  will  admittedly  be  spent  for  the  sole  bene- 
fit of  livestock.   Pp.  1-12,  1-13.   The  EIS  not  only  fails  to 
justify  this  massive  subsidy  for  the  livestock  industry,  but 
also  the  manner  in  which  the  needed  funds  will  be  ex- 
pended.— '   It  does  reveal,  however,  that  these  expenditures 
will  come  at  the  expense  not  only  of  the  public  treasury,  but 


1/  All  page  references  are  to  the  draft  EIS. 

2/   The  EIS  does  provide  the  criteria  used  to  determine  the 
priorities  for  AMP  development  and  implementation.   Table  1-6, 
p.  1-14.   It  does  not,  however,  apply  those  criteria  to  the 
allotments.   The  final  EIS  should  do  so  in  order  that  members 
of  the  public  may  evaluate  the  manner  in  which  the  BUI  proposes 
to  use  their  money. 
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also  of  publicly-owned  resources  and  values,  including  wild- 
life, riparian  areas,  water  quality  and  cultural  resources. 
See,  e.g. ,  Summary  Table  1.   This  manifest  bias  toward  live- 
stock use  appears  to  be  a  clear  violation  of  the  Bureau's 
multiple-use  and  stewardship  mandates. 

The  alternatives  to  this  proposal  which  are  considered 
in  the  EIS  appear  to  have  been  designed  to  justify  the  proposed 
action.   In  any  case,  although  the  alternatives,  including  the 
proposed  action,  contemplate  several  different  levels  of  live- 
stock use,  they  certainly  do  not  include  all  reasonable  alter- 
natives or  encompass  the  range  o£  alternatives  reasonably 
available  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969  (NEPA) .   See,  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  Regula- 
tions for  Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions  of  the  Nation- 
al Environmental  Policy  Act,  40  C.F.R.  Part  1500  (1978), 
SS1502. 14(a) ,  1502.2(e) (hereinafter  CEQ  Regulations). 

The  EIS  purports  to  consider  four  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action:   no  grazing,  no  action,  maximizing  livestock, 
and  livestock  reduction/maximizing  wild  horses  and  bur- 
ros.—    See,  e.g. ,  Summary  Table  2.   Consideration  of  three 
of  these  alternatives—no  grazing,  no  action  and  maximizing 
wildhor3es  and  burros--is  required  by  NEPA.   This  fact  does  not 
make  them  realistic  alternatives,  however.   For  example, 
although  no  one  could  reasonably  expect  the  Bureau  to  eliminate 
grazing  entirely  in  the  Paradise-Denio  Resource  Area,  analysis 
of  this  alternative  is  necessary  to  provide  essential  baseline 
information  against  which  to  compare  all  the  alternatives 
involving  grazing,  including  the  proposed  action.   Similarly, 
given  the  environmental  degradation  which  has  resulted  from 
existing  management,  or  the  lack  thereof,  as  well  as  the 


_3/  In  fact,  the  so-called  maximizing  wild  horse  and  burro 
alternative  contemplates  reducing  their  populations  by  650». 
It  has  obviously  been  misnamed. 


Comment  Letter  30 


Comment  Letter  30 


Kb 


30-4 


Paradise-Denio   EIS 
April   6,    19B1 

Page    4 


Bureau's  affirmative  statutory  duty  to  improve  current 
conditions  for  all  range  resources,  it  is  plain  that  the  no 
action  alternative  also  is  not  a  realistic  option. 

At  best,  the  EIS  provides  a  choice  between  the  pro- 
posed action  and  maximizing  livestock.   In  fact,  however,  the 
only  difference  between  these  two  options  is  that  the  latter 
Involves  even  Bore  vegetation  manipulation  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  increasing  livestock  forage  than  does  the  proposed  action. 
Table  1-20,  p.  1-35.— ^  Stocking  rates,  areas  of  use,  utili- 
zation levels  and  all  other  management  actions  are  identical. 

Even  in  the  unlikely  event  that  the  necessary  funds 
were  available,  the  proposed  action  with  or  without  more 
vegetation  manipulation  unquestionably  does  not  constitute  the 
only  reasonable  option  for  management  of  the  publicly  owned 
lands  and  resources  in  this  area.   There  are  other  alterna- 
tives.  NEPA  itself,  the  CEQ  regulations  and  case  law  plainly 
demonstrate  that  the  Bureau  is  under  an  affirmative  mandate  to 
seek  out  and  evaluate  these  options  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
most  important  aspect  of  the  entire  EIS  process — i.e.,  the 
consideration  of  alternatives.   Clearly,  that  duty  has  not  been 
met  in  the  preparation  of  this  EIS. 


4/  Only  a  few  criteria  for  the  selection  of  areas  to  be 
treated  are  supplied.   They  involve  sage  grouse,  raptors  and 
riparian  areas.   See,  p.  1-38.   While  we  support  these  cri- 
teria, we  believe  that  additional  ones  are  necessary.   They 
include:  1)  treatments  will  be  proposed  only  in  areas  that 
would  not  be  expected  to  respond  to  grazing  systems;  2)  treat- 
ments will  be  proposed  only  in  areas  having  conditions  (soils, 
climate,  precipitation,  etc.)  which  are  suited  to  a  favorable 
response  within  3  years;  3)  treatments  will  not  be  undertaken 
in  known  critical  wildlife  habitats,  unless  made  in  accordance 
with  an  approved  habitat  management  plan  for  the  area;  and  4) 
all  treatments  must  be  cost-effective  and  demonstrably  designed 
for  multiple  uses,  not  single  use.   Because  decisions  to  engage 
in  land  treatments  are  essentially  decisions  to  allocate  the 
lands  involved  to  livestock  use,  the  criteria  must  be  incorpor- 
ated in  the  land  use  plan. 


30-5 


Paradise-Denio  EIS 
April  6,  1981 

Page  5 


In  order  to  remedy  this  fatal  deficiency,  we  submit 
that  the  final  EIS  must  include  a  genuine,  fiscally  realistic 
raultiple-use  alternative  which  does  not  rely  on  extensive  land 
treatments  for  livestock  forage  production  and  which  will,  at  a 
minimumf  a)  protect  and  enhance  all  of  the  area's  deteriorated 
riparian  resources  as  required  by  the  Bureau's  wetland-riparian 
area  guidelines;  b)  protect  and  enhance  critical  wildlife  habi- 
tats; c)  incorporate  different — i.e.,  lower — utilization  levels 
on  areas  in  poor  condition  as  well  as  different  seasons  of  use 
and  other  features  which  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  produce 
improved  range  conditions;  d)  eliminate  or  reduce  livestock  and 
other  grazing  use  of  unsuitable  lands;  and  e)  ensure  that 
future  management  actions  address  the  areas  most  in  need  of 
attention  first. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  considering  these  comments. 
He  hope  that  they  will  be  fully  addressed  and  incorporated  in 
the  final  EIS. 


Sincerely, 


fill"  M  IU   .    f 
Johanna   H.    Hald 


cm 


JHW/am 


P.S. — The  final  statement  and  any  future  correspondence  should 
be  sent  only  to  NROC's  San  Francisco  office. 
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30*1  I^ue:   Relationship;  Between  Vegetation  Condition  and  Vegetation 
Production 

See  reeponae  to  Issue  5-2. 

3Q-2     Issue  i   Benefits  from  Range  Facilities  and  Land  Treatment 
See  Errata  -  Chapter  1. 

30"3  Iefluo"  Allotment  Management  Plan  Implementation 
See  response  to  Iseua  5-11. 

30*4-  iBHuej  Evaluation  of  Land  Treatments 

It  is  standard  policy  that  environmental  assessments  and 

cost-ef rective  analyses  be  completed  for  all  land  treatments  prior 

to  implementation  of  those  treatments.   The  need  for  land  treatments 

and  range  facilities  will  be  established  through  the  CRMP  process 

(see  discussion  of  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the 

FEIS). 

30"5  Issue;   Need  to  Consider  Alternatives 

See  response  to  Issues  5-22  through  5-35. 


fctsr. . 

fy-fA\ 

L) 

rited  Slates  lX'parimeiii  ol  tlie  Interior 

v3^?v 

111  KM  \l,l   nr,MH\   UH)N   \  S 1 1  K  i  i  HI  AlliiN  M  |.:\  |i  i 

^^•is^ 

I'M  II  li    Mil   1  MUI  M  l;i  i,ii  i\ 

" L ' "'"  '•  '•' 

s\\  1  N  \\i  IV  li  (  M  ll  ui;\l  \  "-li,i. 
150   Golden   Gate   Avenue   Box   36062 

PSW  2200 

DES-81/5 

Memorandum 


31-1 


Subject: 


District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Wlnnemucca  District, 
Nevada 

Assistant  Regional  Dlreotor,  Grants  Assistance  and  Environmental 
Services  Divisions 

Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  for  proposed  domestic 
livestock  grazing  management  program  for  the  Paradise-Denio 
Resource  Area,  Humboldt  and  Pershing  Counties,  Nevada 


We  have  reviewed  the  subjeot  document  and  offer  the  following  comments  for 
your  consideration. 

General  Comments 

He   support  adoption  of  the  proposed  action  as  it  relates  to  Improvement  of 
water  quality  or  the  North  Fork  of  the  Little  Humboldt  River  and  Improvement 
of  recreational  opportunities  In  the  Onion  Valley  Recreation  Area. 

Since  the  North  Fork  of  the  Little  Humboldt  River  (from  the  reservoir  at  the 
Little  Humboldt  River  confluence  to  the  source)  has  been  Included  In  the 
Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory,  we  encourage  efforts  to  laprove  water  quality, 
reduce  sedimentation,  and  enhance  fishery  values. 

Improved  recreational  opportunities  In  the  Onion  Valley  Recreation  Area, 
resulting  from  fencing  and  exclusion  or  livestock  grazing  from  campgrounds  and 
fishing  areas,  are  also  encouraged.   Site-specific  planning  to  Improve  camp- 
ground and  fishing  facilities  should  be  coordinated  with  the  Nevada  Division 
of  State  Parks. 

Predicted  impacts  to  potential  National  Natural  Landmarks,  identified  during 
the  scoping  process  by  this  Service  and  the  Nevada  Division  of  State  Parks, 
are  not  specifically  addressed  in  the  subject  dooument .   Significant  natural 
areas  should  be  identified  and  predicted  impacts,  lnoludlng  changes  in 
vegetation  and  erosion,  should  be  addressed. 


(L^eipzo 
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31  -1  Iaeuei   Potential  National  Natural  Landmarks 

In  your  scoping  document  latter  dated  April  3,  1980,  your 
organization  stated  that  a  portion  of  the  proposed  Black  Rock  Desert 
National  Landmark  may  be  in  the  resource  area.   A  very  small  part  of 
the  proposed  landmark  is  eo  located,  but  there  would  be  no  conflict 
between  grazing  and  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  landmark  to 
highlight  the  vast  alkali  playa.   This  was  the  only  potential 
national  natural  landmark  that  was  discussed  in  your  letter. 
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Dear  Mr.  Spang  i 


32-1 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Paradise-Denio 
EIS.      The  Bureau  is   to   be   commended  for  the  collection  of  data   that 
pinpoints  site  specific  problems  in  the  current  Management  practices 
of  the  public  rangeland  resource.     The  Paradise-Denio  document  is 
substantially  reduced   in  size  from     previous  statements,    therefore 
VROAl    expected  to  Immediately  plunge  in  and  extract  the  necessary 
information  that  applies  to  our  Interests  and  then  comment  upon  them. . 
During  this   process  we   found  that   the  DEIS   contained   little  more 
than  an  estimated  population  of  the  total  population  of  wild  horses 
and  very  little  Information  that  substantiated  the  proposed  action 
and  alternatives.     We  had  to  fall  back  on  the  HFPs ,   believing  the 
rationale  would  adequately  address  our  concerns  with  the  DEIS,  they 
did  not,  so  we  went  further  and  requested  the  URA  for  the  background 
on  inventories  and     data  that  provided  some  clues  for  the  DEIS  proposed 
action.      Our  conclusion,   based  on  review  of  theURA,   the  MFP  I  &  II  and 
the  DESt   ie  that  the  DEIS  Identified  a  significant  adverse  Impact  on  wild 
horses  and  burros.     The  document  does  not  anallze,    in  sufficient  detail, 
those  impacts i   therefore  you  ehould  prepare  an  additional  environmental 
statement  on  wild  horses  and  burros  as  well. 

In  as  much  as  the  URA  provided  the  data  for  compilation  for  the 
DEIS,  we  have  added  our  comments  to  the  URA,  attached  to  a  copy  of  the 
Paradise-Denio  URA  and  want  those  made  a  portion  of  our  comments  on 
the  total  Paradise-Denio  DEIS.     The  comments  that  follow  address  our 
view  of  a  totally  negative,   exceedingly  deficient  document,   that  If 
Implemented  will  violate  not  only  specific  laws— but  Bureau  policy  and 
regulations  as  well. 
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Comment  Letter  32 


UHA 

I.      WllOAl    requested    the  UHA   which  would    Include   pertlnant  data   upon 
horse  and   burro   inventories  and  liabitat   relating   to   the  data 
on  page  2-17   (Table  2-8)    of   the  Paradlse-Benlo  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.      We  have   number  the   pages  of  the   URA    (attached) 
because  Me  received  what   looks   like  only   a   portion   of  what  wsb  a 
larger  document.      We  rcquect   the   following,    the  URA   copy   be  reviewed 
as   our  total    comments   for   the  Paradlae-Donlo  DEIS. 

Page   1,  Table   14  2 

No  statistical  procedure  la  available  which  will  make  data  collected 
under  different  conditions  comparable.  1/  The  degree  of  error  with 
aerial  inventories  is  completely  unacceptable  when  the  purpose  is  to 
calculate  rate  of  increase.  2/ 

Relatively  simple  tasks  involving  collected  inventory  data — birth  rate/ 
death  rate.  2/   Example:  the  1st  inventory  may  be  collected  late  summer 
(August),  which  would  give  adult/foal  ratios)  the  second  inventory  could 
then  be  done  in  mid-winter  (February)  that  would  give  adult/yearllng/foal 
ratios,  the  latter  would  give  an  estimate  of  natality  for  the  year  in 
question  and  an  estimate  of  mortality  for  that  portion  of  the  populations. 
This  technique  need  not  involve  expensive  nor  time  consuming  efforts,  but 
a  simple  observation  (spotting  scopes)  on  a  sample  population!  which  could 
be  used  resource-wide.   The  use  of  life-tables  provides  the  Bureau  with  the 
most  promising  method  of  determining  mortality  In  the  populations.  Once 
the  mortality/natality  has  been  collected,  the  rate  of  Increase  can  be 
determined  by  comparing  this  data  with  the  total  number  of  animals  present. 
Aerial  inventories  can  be  compared  with  young/adult  ratios,  every  year — 
twice  a  year,  to  identify  and  minimize  the  known  biases  that  exist  in  any 
one  method.   These  activities  would  not  Increase  man  hours  or  travel  time 
if  collected  when  personnel  were  in  the  field  for  all  other  range  purposes. 
One  would  surmise  that  high  standards  would  have  predicted  this  practice 
for  the  wild  horses  specialists  for  the  past  ten  years. 

Page  1 ,  Table  2 

The   paragraph   indicates   the   Jackson  Mountains   are  divided   into   two  areas 
does    the  Table   2  reflect  that   or   Is   it  only   one   of   the  areas? 


Footnotes 

1/  Wildlife  Society,  1963,  Wildlife  Investigational  Techniques,  2nd  Edition, 

pg  93.   Edward  Bros.,  Inc.  Ann  Arbor,  Michigan. 

2/  Graeme  Caughley  1974,  Bias  in  Aerial  Survey,  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management, 

32  (l)  January  1979. 

2/  Must  be  done  slightly  before  or  after  peak  foaling  season  for  comparability, 


Page   tuo-UKA 


Page   2,    paragraph   1 

Does   this   vegetative  data  apply    to   page  1,    the  Jackson   Mountains   or  to 
the  Krum  Hills   in  Table   12?     Although   inventoried   in   1977,    the  season 
of  inventory  was  not  noted,   thus  comparison  with   the  other  data   is 
questionable. 

Page   3,    Table    1* 

Since    'juveniles'   again   is  not  specific)   we  must  assume   the  District 
explanation  must  apply    here  as  well.   4/  wuestlon,    was    there   no   foals 
born   in   197'l  and   1975?     You   cannot    compare   the   1974,    1975  and   1977 
data.      (refer  footnote   14  2)      When  was   the   count  done   in   1977? 

Page  k.   Table   16 

(refer  back  to  page  2,  table  12)   Since  horses  are  known  to  interchange 
among  the  Bloody  Run,  Slumbering  Hills,   Blue  Mountains  and  Krum  Hills 
and  since  the  season  of  inventory  was  not  given— being  nearly  identical- 
could  this  in  fact  be  the  same  horses,  inventoried  in  other  areas  at 
different  times?   Is  the  District  treating  these  as  two  distinctive  herds 
or  does  the  District  propose  two  options  for  the  same  band7 

Page  5,  Table  IB 

The  URA  gives  no   Inventory  data  as  referred  to  in  the  3?#  and  the  61* 
herd  use  areas.   Please  explain  why  these  previous  years  inventories  were 
not  included,  if  available,  in  this  URA?   Does  the  URA  imply  the  'average 
overall'  of  all  recent  inventories,  mean  the  information  in  Table  18  is 
verifiable?  How  did  you  determine  the  use  area  and  what  is  the  justiflcatlo 
for  utilizing  these  percentages  in  computing  a  portion  of  the  population 
for  Table  19?  r 

Page  6,  Table  B 

Again  the  discrepancies  of  seasons  defy  any  legitimate  use  of  comparison. 
Why  was  Golconda  Butte  the  only  area  inventoried  in  1977  in  this  area  and 
what  was    the   season  and   type   of   Inventory? 

While   it   is   true  Caughley   studies   verified  discrepancies    in  surveys 
it  also   stated    it   could   vary    iron,   29"-'    to  SS-V   (Caughley,    1977).      Why   should 
the  District   take  the   maximum   upon  which   to   base   population   estimates? 

Footnotes  cont. 

k/  Paul   Jancar-personal   communication   3/81 !    "juveniles  are   those  animals 
not  adults,   but  not  born  the  current  foaling  season." 
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Page    three-URA 

You  should  develop  Bound   techniques   lor  verifying  accuracy   of  your 
censuslng   for  each  herd   unit.      Sample  herds   of   mortality /natality , 
life  tables,    type   of  aircraft,    season  of  Inventory,    experience  of  pilot, 
and   counter  are  all    factors    that   build   credibility   Into  the  Bureau's  data. 

Based   on   the   unknowns   cited   in   the  URA,    the  general   confusion  and 
misunderstanding   (population  condition,    season   of  use,    migration,    etc.,) 
it   is   not  surprising      the  proposed   action  in  the   DEIS   is   unsound.      Your 
'best  available'    Information  only   confirms   our  claim   that  reduction  and 
reduction   only    is   the   perception  of   responsibility   under  PL  92-195. 

Page   ?,   Table  10 

What  is  the  basis  for  establishing  nine  horses  as  the  estimated  population 
in  19?^,  when  the  winter  Inventory  shows  2??   How  does  the  Bureau  separate 
horse  use  from  livestock  use  in  order  to  make  a  generalization  that 
impact  to  the  wet  meadows  is  from  horses?   This  area  does  not  indicate 
the  portion  of  public/private  land  statis.   The  inventory  of  spring  197? 
only  shows  us  the  Bureau  has  abrogated  it's  responsibility  of  protecting 
those  animals . 

Page  8,  Table  12 

You  Indicate  the  inventory  data  applies  to  the  entire  area,  does  this 
mean  the  entire  Slumbering  Hills?  How  does  this  data  compare  with 
Table  16,  page  4|  given  they  move  from  Bloody  Run,  Slumbering  Hills,  Blue 
Mountains,  and  Krum  Hills? 


Page  9,  Table  13 

North  and  South  ends  of  what? 

(  page  8,  Table  12)? 

Page  10,  Table  Ik 


We  assume  it  means  the  page  before 


How  does  the  population  inventories  and  estimates  compare  with  page  2, 
Table  12,  where  the  populations  interchange?  It  does  not  specify  the 
portion  of  public  lands/private  lands  for  reader  clarification.   The 
assumptions  and  statements  in   the  paragraph  follwing  the  table  are 
representative  of  a  child's  games  in  that  given  ten  blocks  and  five  are 
taken  away,  it  is  assumed  that  five  are  left}  when  variables  such  as 
theft,  breakage  could  alter  that  end  number.   Playing  Buch  games  with 
wildlife  populations  Is  dangerous  and  amateur.   While  inventories  are  not 
necessary   to  allocate  forage  or  determine  optinum  numbers  for  the  resource 
the  importance  and  significance  of  an  inventory  to  establish  the  numbers 
to  be  left  is  essential.   The'  URA  admission  could  substantially  alter 
the  populations  then  in  the  Lower  Paradise,  Snowstorms,  and  the  Osgood 
Mountains.   This  is  not  anything  close  to  what  is  required  by  law. 


Page  four-URA 

Page  12 

What  techniques  is  the  Bureau  using  to  separate  wild  horses  and  livestock 
use  In  this  area?   Ho  need  to  repeat  scientific  methods  that  could  be 
used.   We  presume  the  astericks  Indicate  different  inventory  counts  by 
the  two  districts,  has  either  used  any  methd  to  verify  either?  Since 
the  Bureau  just  reduced  wild  horses  in  the  Snowstorms,  we  would  surmise 
that  you  would  have  counted  the  remaining  wild  horseB  in  that  area  for 
future  use! 1 

Page  13 

The  1951   surveys     and  anything  previous   to  19?1  are   immaterial   to   the 
inventorying,    forage  allocation   or  future  use  of  wild   horses..      The 
profound   conclusion   of   this   paragraph  graphically   illustrates   our   Impatience 
with  the  Bureau  and   our  arising  alarm  at  Bureau  practices.    ... 

"There  was  a   roundup  conducted  by   the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  from 
August  31,    1977,    to  November  4,   1977,    on  this  area.      One   thousand 
sixty-five  horses  were  gathered   in   this   period   of   time.      It   is 
estimated   by   field   personnel   that   the   present  numbers  are   similar  to 
those   that   occurred  before   the  roundup. "  

I   would  like   to  know  what   personnel,    what. method,    the  area   that  was 
censused,    the   time  of  census,   and  the  number  counted. 
BLM's   DEFINITION  OF  RESPONSIBILITY    UNDER   PL  92-1951 

Someone   must  review  and  define  policies   on   how,   when,   and  under  what 
conditions  data   is    to  be   collected    If   the  Bureau  does   not  want  to 
defend   these  types   of  documents   before  Congressional   hearings   or 
the   judicial   ays  ten,. 
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32-3 


32-4 


Paradise-Denio  DEIS 
Summary   (ill) 

The  Paradloe-Denlo  draft  proposal   and  alternatives  are  a  poor  substitute 
for  the  many    'reasonable  alternatives'   that  were  not  proposed  or 
anallzed   In  behalf  of  the  wild  horses  and  burros.      WHOA  I    refuses  to 
believe   these  are   the    'best'    the   District  could  develop  and  we 
challenge  you  to    'prepare  and  circulate'  an  appropriate  document,   revised 
draft  that  compiles  with  the  present  laws.   1/ 

Summary  Table   1   (lv) 

The  District   Is    to    be   congratulated   for  your  strategic   placement  of   this 
table   In   that   It  allows   the  reader   to  quickly   determine   the  proposals 
failure   to  consider  true  multiple  use.      It's  one  major  attraction  and 
common  denominator   Indicates   the   beneficial   results   from   the    'no  grazing' 
alternative.      Although  WHOAI    has   never  accepted  any   proposal   or  alternative 
that  does    not   consider  multiple   use,   we  never- the-less   recognize   the   past 
dominant  use  theories  that  continue  to  expouse  from  within  the  Bureau, 
making  it  quite  tempting. 

Summary  Table  2  (xil) 

It  would    be  useful    to  know   if   the  DEIS  reflects   that  reduced  income 
from  the  now  defnct   Inventory   tax.     The  livestock  community  is  complain- 
ing about  the    'current  use"   as   being  economically  distinctive   to   the 
Industry   and  want  preference   returned]    therefore,    the    'no  action' 
alternative  not  only  continues  the  decline  of  the  resource  but  is  a 
significant  impact  impact  on  the  future  ability  of  the  range  to  produce 
forage  for  anything.    2/ 

Summary  Table  J  (xiv) 

There  appears   to  be  little  difference  between  proposed  action  and   the 
'maximizing  livestock'   alternative]   suggesting  dominant  use. 

Summary  Table  4  (xv) 

Other  than  water  facilities,   other  resource  values  will  not  benefit 
from   the  $9,000,    928  of  estimated   costs.      In  addition   to   the   1500  miles 
of  existing  fences,   an   other  21*7  miles   is   proposed.      It's   not  acceptable 
from  an  aesthetic  point  of  view  and  certainly  not  beneficial  for  the 
other  wlldllfea   populations.      Any    cattle  guards   placed   in  ho._-se   use  areas 
must    be   modified. 


32-5 


Footnotes 

1/  1502.9  HEPA 

g£  Sagebrush  Rebellion,    HcClure  Bill 
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Page   two-DEIS 

Summary  Figure   2   (xvi) 

The   livestock   reductions  have   been   extended   from   3  to  five  years   under 
'''Tmon?121?6  re«ulaUons-    thus   full   reductions   may   not    become  reality 
T;        y^Ll   "hereln   tne   Incremental  adjustments   can   be  appealed  at   the 
th      J!!?i2    J"**^:    J"    ihe   C"SO  "here   l»>«»>f>ry   methodology   Is   challenged, 
Th     £t^  monitoring,   thus  little  if  no  reduction  may  occur. 

Ihe   DEIS   impresses   the   reader  with   the    'ideal'   rather  than  reality.        In 
the   meantime  wild   horses,    burros,    wildlife  will   u:>der-go  substantial 
reductions      n  numbers  and   continued   loss   of  habitat   in   the   case   of   the   latles 
The   public   is   led    to   believe   that   over-utilization  will   end   with   the 
decision     and    in   3   to   5  years,    the   problems   Impacts   upon   their   particula- 
te t  are  2S,2T"     ?"  DWS   lB  deflclent  ln  emphasizing  the  assumptions 
that  are  applied    in  order  to  make  the   proposals   or  alternatives  work. 
1      that  all   proposed   actions   will    be  acceptable   to   the   various   user  groups 
d)      that  costs   lor  range   improvements   to  mitigate   the   impacts   to   the 
commercial   users   will    be  funded,    3)    that  funds   for  monitoring  will    be 
forthcoming,  4)   that  sufficient  man-power  and  man-hours  will   be  granted 
and   that   5)    no   environmental   stresses   will   occur  that  would  circumvent   the 


1) 


3) 


f) 


5) 


7) 


Summary  Table    5    (xvli) 

How   can   the  Bureau   believe    they   are    'Improving'    the  horses'    lot 
through  elimination?  2/   Ib    this    Is  what   Is   meant   by    'improving 
their  habitat.        More  correctly,    it   facilitate  agency    Involvement 
and   replaces   horses  and   burros   with   livestock. 

There  appears   to  be  some   conflict  with  #3  *  #8  objectives   in   that 
one   means   the   objectives  and    the  other  does   not.      We  assume   the 
same  erosion,  watershed,   ground  cover  and  litter  would  be  the  same 
In   either. 

We  stearnly   object   to   this   statement  when  the  health  and   productivity 
of  the  wild  horse/burro  Is  not  the  basis  for  this  proposed  action. 
The   bottom   lino  again,    la    to   facilitate   the  agency   and   livestock   for 
11    there  were  any  degree   of   integrity    the  District   would   not  have 
recommended      the  action.      The  District   is  NOT  managing  wild  horses 
they  are  ELIMINATING     THEM  AND  REDUCING  THEMI      Furthermore   the^ci 
of  management  and   the  current    'catch  as  catch  can'    Is  encouraging 
productivity,    not   the   condition. 

It   is   unacceptable   that  wildlife  would    take  any  reduction   in  numbers 
or  lorage  allocation.     Sage  grouse  lias  declined  due  to  a  lack  of 
habitat,   yet   the  Bureau    proposes    to  spray   100,000  acres   of   sagebrush. 
We  fall   to  understand  how   the   objectives  are  reached   under   the  proposed 


Footnotes  cont. 

2J   W0.5  (b)  (d)  'excess  is  not  used  singly,  but  In  conjunction  with  entire 
sentence.  4700.0-6  (c)  "where  found"  4730. 1  (b),  4730. 3 


^1 

P3 
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action,   and   not   under  the  maximizing  livestock!   when   there  appears   to  be 
little   difference. 
8)Unacceptablt).      See  #3 

Areas   of   controversy 

We  do   not  understand  why    the   proposed  action  was  not  analized  ae  an 
area   of   controversy   for  wild   horses  and   burros.      We  do  not  consider 
nine   million  dollars   economically   feasible  when   opponents  of  wild   horses 
feel    that   the  expenditures   of  five  million   for  the  entire  eleven  western 
states,    prohibitive.      We  find   the   statements   2  A   3  of   the  last  paragraph 
to  be   reflective   of   the  dominant   use  perception   of   their    'rights',    rather 
than   privileges.      We  wonder  how   the  various   species   survived  before   cattle 
arrived   on   the  scene. 

Purpose    (1-2) 

l)   The  grazing  regulations  clearly  define  the  Bureau's  responsibility 
in  making  hard  and  necessary  decisions.   It  is  my  understanding,  having 
attended  CRKP  meetings,  that  managers  would  "find  it  extremely  difficult 
to  ignore  decisions  made  by  CRMP."  The  CRMP  may  very  well  resolve 
conflicts  once  a  decision  has  been  reached  so  long  as  the  'national' 
interests  and  concerns  are  considered  and  not  just  local  interests. 

OOJ7  I  2)  There  are  no  suitability  criteria  applied  to  wild  life  populations, 
*^^  '   J  therefore  we  question  the  application  for  wild  horses  and  burros. 

Proposed  Action  (1-2) 

The  proposed  action  does  not  reflect  multiple  use  theories,  but  rather 
supports  the  dominant  use.   As  nearly  as  we  can  ascertain,  nearly 
125,000  AUMs  are  availablei  approximately  31%   for  livestock,  12^  for 
wildlife,  and  3%  for  wild  horses  and  burros.   The  3$  is  atypical  of 
BLM  tokenism.   A  reduction  of  85%  of  the  wild  horses  and  52%  of  the 
livestock,  with  future  allocation  of  forage  of  J%>   for  wild  horses  and 
?l*%   livestock,  respectively.   In  plain  English,  the  wild  horses  and 
burros  are  payijiig,  through  removal,  for  range  improvements  for  which 
they  will  not  benefit  in  the  future  from  increased  forage  production. 
If  the  action  were  equitable  and  the  reduction  of  horses  justified,  then 
they  should  berieflt  with  appropriate  proportions  reallocated  in  the 
future. 

Please  explain  why  the  District  can  compute  cow/calf  forage  allocations, 
32**8    but  ca-nnot  compute  those  same  known  factors  for  adult/foal  ratios  in 

the  allocation  of  forage  for  wild  horses  and  burros?  Several  assumptions 
could  be  used  that  would  give  the  Bureau  the  "benefit  of  doubt"  such  as 
l)  that  all  mares  foals  (which  they  do  not),  2)  that  all  colts  survive  to 
enter  the  adult  population  (which  they  do  not),  and  3)  that  all  foals  are 
born  in  April  (which  they  are  not).  Adult  population  x  12  AUMs  +  foal 
population  x  2  AUMs  =  Total  amount  forage  consumed!  not  the  standard 
practice  of  charging  an  AUM  for  the  moment  a  foal  drops  to  the  ground. 

Table  1-3  (l-?) 

The  only  notible  difference  its  the  'no  amp'  for  the  seven  allotments, 
not  very  significant  considering  there  are  76  allotments  present. 

Grazing  Systems  (l-ll) 

The  hidden  purpose  of  elimination  of  in  the  majority  of  areas  'where 
they  were  found'  at  passage  of  the  Act,  and  the  designation  of  specific 


32-9 


32-10 


32-11 
32-12 

32-13 
32-14 
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ranges  is  the  persistent  desire  by  the  Bureau  to  fence  the  West  Into 
tightly  controlled  management  parcels  for  the  betterment  of  a  single 
use  group,  all  other  resource  values  do  not  derive  any  benefit  from 
those  fences.   It  is  obvious  the  complex  rest  rotation  systems  are  not 
developed  for  the  benefit  of  all  range  users,  or  they  would  have 
reflected  that  in  the  planning  Bystems.   It  is  possible  to  maintain 
wild  horses  within  these  systems  as  any  good  range  nanager  realizes  but 
most  likely,  politically,  cannot  admit.   Wild  horse  specialists  should 
work  with  the  range  conservationists  to  identify  horse  use  areas, 
through  tagging.   If  then  fences  are  necessary,  which  we  question, 
then  develop  the  rotation  system  by  establishing  the  optinun  number 
of  horses  that  will  not  exceed  the  utilization  level  when  that  pasture 
is  in  rest.   The  fact  that  this  known  system  is  not  even  tried  is 
due  to  unqualified  range  managers  or  the  continued  resistance  to 
accept  the  horses/burros  as  an  'integral*  part  of  the  natural  system. 
It  is  apparent  the  Bureau  is  incapable  of  multiple  use  because  of  a 
locked  in  mentality  created  by  vested  interest  groups. 

Livestock  Support  facilities  (l-ll) 

Since  your  proposal   states    it  will    take   5  years  @  850  per  year  for 
the  reduction  of  horses,    what   buffer  zone  or  contingency   plan  has   been 
developed   for  the   spraying  of  2-4D   in   those  proposed  areas   of  eliminations? 
Or  will    the   Bureau  arbitrarily   spray  anyway?      If   there  are  negative   impacts 
to  wildlife  and  stream  habitats,    then  we  assume   there  will   be  some   impacts 
to  the  wild  horseB  and   burros. 

Table  1-5  (1-12) 

How  dare  the  District  propose  to  utilize  fortions  of  public  funds  for 
the  sole  benefit  of  one  user  group!   Perhaps  when  the  Bureau  employees 
start  drawing  their  wages  from  the  livestock  Industry,  then  perhaps  then 
you  could  with  little  difficulty  become  their  sole  servants)  but  the 
public  lands  belong  to  all  the  American  people,  many  of  whom  have  no 
contact  or  interest  In  the  livestock  community — those  same  people  contri- 
bute to  the  Bureau's  salaries.   If  opponents  of  true  multiple  use  want 
s elf -supporting  programs  then  we  should  start  with  livestock,  predator 
control,  support  facilities.   What  are  the  average  (3  year)  intake  from 
grazing  fees  for  the  Paradlse-Denio  and  how  long  will  it  take  to  recoup 
the  proposed  expenditures  from  those  receipts? 

General  Implementation  schedule  (1-13) 

What  special  consideration  will  be  given  the  wild  horses,  in  those  areas 
earmarked  for  intensive  management  systems?   Will  there  be  any  areas 
where  livestock  will  start  at  a  lower  level  than  current  active  use? 

The  DEIS  does  not  evaluate  the  costs,  in  addition  to  the  nine  million, 
for  the  removal  of  850  horses  per  year  for  five  years,   Furthermore 
the  impact  of  inflation  will  greatly  alter  the  impact  of  those  funds 
have  on  any  specific  plan.   Therefore  the  nine  million  dollars  of 
estimated  costs  are  actually  under  estimates  the  costs  of  Multiple  Usel 
Does  the  DEIS  estimate  include  the  additional  man  hours  for  monitoring, 
travel  time  for  these  comittments? 

Management  supervision  (l-39) 

We  assume  some  written  comittment  is  forthcoming  as  to  how  the  effects 
of  horses  can  be  separated  from  those  of  livestock?   What  specific 
monitoring  programs  are  proposed  for  monitoring  of  wild  horses  and  burros? 
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If  research  or  additional   information   is   uncovered   on  wild   horses  and 
burros,    then  the   District   Hill    prepare  an  additional   KA  for  horses, 
prior   to  modificationt   as   it  does   for  livestock? 

Administration   (1-39) 

Does   the  DEIS   Include   the  costs   for  monitoring     season  of   use,    trespass? 
The   F'EIS  should   state   clearly    tliat  grazing   use  above  and   beyond    the 
authorized   use   must  be  determined    'wilful'    to  endanger  grazing   privileges, 
a  rarity. 

Table   1-23      (l-Al) 

In  whose  determination   is   the  Owyhee   the  only  area   best  suited  for  wild 
horses?     The   fact   that  horses  are   currently   present   Indicates   sufficient 
portions   of  their  habitat  requirements  are   fulfilled.      Furthermore,    the 
Winnemucca  District   in  their  statements   of   increase   proves   the  area   Is 
well-suited   for  wild  horses.      Why  wasn't  water  development  proposed 
for   the  Slumbering  Hills?      Why   do  the  antelope  show   Increases   in  the 
wild   horse  areas? 

Water  Resources 

Please   clarify    those  waters  which   run   northward    in   the  Paradise  Denlo 
area. 

Table  2-k    (2-8) 

Why  is  condition  data,  missing  for  2  allotments?  Since  horse  reduction  i  s 
adversely  significant,  please  explain  why  the  condition  in  allotments 
without  wild  horses  are  in  declining  condition? 

Please  explain  the  upward  trend  in  mule  deer  as  compared  to  the  Granite 
range  study  which  shows  dietary  overlap  within  the  two  species.   If 
horses  contribute  significantly  in  Owyhee  and  it  is  critical  summer/ 
winter  range  for  deerj  why  are  you  designating  it  for  the  horse 
population?   Are  there  geographical  or  habitat  reasons  why  big  game 
Is  not  as  prevalent  in  the  other  livestock  use  areas? 

Wild  Horses  and  Burros  (2-15) 

There  were  several  factors  in  the  Buffalo  Hills  die-off  l)  severe  climatic 
conditions  which  prevented  horses  from  getting  out  of  the  canyons  and 
2)    improperly  supervised  gates  whlcr.  allowed  access.   Yes,  forage  was 
depleted)  but  starvation  may  not  have  occurred  had  the  other  factor  not 
been  present.   The  Bureau  MUST  truthfully  admit  all  factors  if  the 
Bureau  credibility  is  to  surface.   The  same  conditions  apply  to  the 
use  of  drought  conditions,  when  in  Owyhee  during  the  critical  years,  there 
was  sufficient  water  available,  but  it  was  fenced  off  from  the  horses' 
access  and  several  pumps  on  public  lands  were  seen  that  could  have  provided 

relief  to  the  horses they  were  shut  down!   I  was  witness  to  all 

actions  and  tire  of  the  Bureau  using  half-truths  to  justify  the  actions. 

Have  you  estimated  survival  or  mortality  from  a  time  specific  life  table 
based  on  samples  of  captured  animals?   If  so,  what  was  the  mortality/ 
survival  estimate?  How  did  you  get  it?   What  time  of  year? 

Table   2-8   (2-17a) 
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It  also  should    be   noted   that   inventories   as  data    to   justify   decisions 
must   be   made  at   the  same   time   of  year,    either  before   or  after  foaling 
and  under  similar  conditions.      Discrepancies  are  the  result  of  1)  apply- 
ing yearly   gross    figures,    2)    failure   to  use   life    tables    for  comparison", 
3)    failure   to  compute  mortal lty /natal Ity ,   k)    the   time   of   census,    5) 
the   type  of  aircraft,    5)    experience  of  counter/pilot,    and  6)    climatic 
conditions.      Those  factors   can  and  do  vary    the  results.    (Wolfe) 
It   Is   not  necessary   to  know   the  exact  population   in   order  to  determine 
optlnum  numbersj    the  inventory  Is  critical  when  numbers  are  to  be 
removed  from  public  lands,   leaving  the  optlnum.    (National  Academy  of 
Sciences) 

Livestock  Grazing  (2-19) 

If   the   typical   operator  is  90*  cow/calf  operation  and   there  are  100 
cows  for  72  calvesi   and  there  is  a  death  loss  overall  of  1% — given 
the  preventative   maintenance   of  vaccines,    dips,    retention  of  portions 
on  private  lands — one  would  suspect  that  hor»es,    lacking   those   protections 
would  be  higher.     Has  this  been  compared  or  anallzed?     If  not,   why  not? 


Social   Profile   (2-33) 

If  environmentalists  have  a  disporportlonate  share  In  the  say  of  decisions, 
and  they  are  opponents  of  the  livestock  operator,  as  they  would  like  every- 
one to  bellevej  why  are  the  majority  of  lands  still   In  declining  condition? 

Why    is   it  when  ranchers   breed    their  thoroughbreds,    its    called    'line-back 
breeding'  and  when  It  Is  wild  horses  it's  called    'inbreeding?'      What 
factors  are  you  looking  at  that  tells  you  that  inbreeding  in  the  wild 
horses   Is  occurring?     We  assume  the  typical  features  of  roman-nose, 
small   stature,    etc.,   are   those  features   believed   to   be   inbreeding, 
Show  me  a  oorrilation  between  inbreeding  and  those  characteristics? 
It  isn't  sot 

The  horses  were  recognized  by   the  livestock  Industry  as  a  commodity 
for  which  no  grazing  fees  or  taxes  were  paid,   in  order  to  subsidize 
their  own  economica  picture.     Now  that  it  is  no  longer  possible  to 
derive  Income   from   this   resource,    they   want   them  removed. 

Regional    (last  paragraph) 

Only    because   the  Bureau  has  done  such  a   remarkable   job  of  hard-selling 
the   public   on   inflated   estimates,    rates   of   Increases,    unsubstantiated 
wildlife  conflicts,   of  the  wild  horses  and  burros..      In  our  opinion 
the  livestock  industry  has  caused  widespread  vegetative  changes  and 
ecological   damage   from  which   the  range   most   likely   will  never  recover  and 
the  numbers  and  costs  In  comparison  with  the  wild  horses  and  burros 
are  infinitesimal. 
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The   1971    population  has  no  basis   for  discussion  in   the  DEIS   or  the 
FEIS  when   the  1971    figures  are   highly  speculative  and   largely  undocu- 
mented.     There  are   no   laws,   regulations   or  policies   that  require   its' 
use  and  in  fact  instruction  memorandums  specifically  require   that  19?1 
figures   not  be   used. 

There  are  many   possible  alternatives  and  mitigation  measures   that 
could   have   been   pursued   to   Insure   the   continuance   of  livestock,   wild- 
life,  wild   horses   and   burros   dispersed   throughout  the  Paradise-Denio 
resource  area  1    the   failure   to  do  so  properly   identifies   the  predictable 
Bell-out  of  the  public  land  resources  to  vested  interests. 

Our  conclusion,    based   on  a   frustrated  attempt   to  make  some  sense  of  the 
URA--upon  which   the  DEIS   is   based,    that   the  document  does   not  anallze 
in  sufficient  detail,   the  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternative 
on  wild  horses  and   burros  1    therefore  you   Bhould  prepare  an  additional 
environmental   statement   on  wild  horses.      Furthermore,   we  will 
take  all   measures   necessary   to  prevent  this   or  similar  actions   from 
being   implemented. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Most  sincerely, 

Director 

cci  Board  of  Trustees 
NRDC 

Sierra  Glut 
API 


32*1  Issue  1   Commenta  on  Paradise  and  Denio  Unit  Resource  Analysis 

A  separate  letter,  under  different  cover,  wae  sent  to  Mrs.  Dawn  Y. 
Lappin  in  response  to  her  comments  on  the  URAs. 

32~2  Issue:   Inventory  Tax 

Economic  impacts  from  the  abolishment  of  the  Inventory  Tax  are  not 
discussed.   The  purpose  of  the  DEIS  was  to  only  analyze  impacts 
resulting  from  the  implementation  of  the  alternatives  including  the 
proposed  action.   Removal  of  the  Inventory  Tax  is  not  proposed  in 
these  alternatives. 

32*3  1BSuet   Range  Facilities  and  Land  Treatments 

See  Errata  -  Chapter  1,  corrections  to  Tables  1-5,  1-17,  and  1-20. 

32~4  Issue  1   Modification  of  Cattleguarde 
See  response  to  Issue  5-9. 

3?-5  Issue:   Wild  Horse  Elimination 

Wild  horseB  and  burros  would  only  be  eliminated  in  oreae  where 
management  of  the  animal e  1b  not  possible  because  of  the  large 
amount  of  private  land  intermingled  with  public  land.   These  private 
land  owners  have  asked  for  the  removal  of  the  wild  horses  present. 
Any  further  adjustment,  if  necessary,  to  wild  horse  and  burro 
numbers  will  be  based  upon  reliable  vegetation  monitoring  and/or 
agreements  with  affected  interests.   See  discussion  on  CRMP  in  the 
beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

32"6  Iseue:   Reduction  of  Wildlife  Numbers 

See  response  to  Issue  7-5  and  17-1 . 

Impacts  resulting  from  vegetation  manipulation  projects  under  the 
"Proposed  Action"  could  have  an  adverse  impact  on  sage  grouse. 
Overall,  impacts  to  thiB  species  resulting  from  implementation  of 
the  Proposed  Action  in  its  entirety  would  be  beneficial,  and  an 
increase  in  population  size  1b  anticipated.   See  analysis,  page  3-2 
of  the  draft  statement,  Sage  Grouse  "summary • " 
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32"/  lssuei   Suitability  Criteria  Applied  to  wild  Horses  and  Burros 

Suitability  criteria  are  not  applied  to  wildlife  because  of  the  lack 
of  information  pertaining  to  their  application.   While  suitability 
waa  mapped  and  analyzed  in  the  EIS  it  will  not  be  used  to  determine 
initial  stocking  rates  or  proposed  numbers.   InBtead,  suitability 
will  be  reflected  in  the  monitoring  process  and  subsequent 
adjustments.   See  diacusBion  on  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary 
in  the  FEIS. 

32*8  laaue«   Cow/Calf  Forage  Allocation 

Within  the  P-D  DEIS  all  computations  of  forage  allocation  were  for 
adult  animals  in  the  case  of  livestock  and  wild  horaea  and  burros. 
For  the  purpose  of  our  analysis  the  amount  of  forage  for  one  cow  AUM 
was  equal  to  the  amount  of  forage  for  one  nor Be  AUM. 

32~9  lB8ue=   Land  Treatments  In  Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Use  Areas 

Vegetation  manipulation  treatments  will  be  developed  through  the 
CRMP  {see  discussion  on  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the 
FEIS)  and  specific  projects  will  be  proposed  at  that  time. 
Site-specific  environmental  assessments  analyzing  the  impacts 
anticipated  on  wild  iiorse  and  burros  and  their  habitat  will  be 
completed  at  that  time.   Mitigating  measures  will  be  developed  prior 
to  on-the-ground  treatments . 

32~K)  l8BUBI   Range  FacilitieB  and  Land  Treatments 

See  Errata  -  Chapter  1,  corrections  to  Tables  1-5,  1-17,  and  1-20. 

32~11  l8BUei   Relationship  Between  Intensive  Management  and  Wild  Horses 

No  intensive  management  systems  for  cattle  were  proposed  in  areas  of 
wild  horse  and  burro  use  under  any  alternatives  except  No  Action. 
Intensive  management  was  proposed  for  wild  horses  on  herd  management 
areas.   As  for  areaB  "where  livestock  will  start  at  a  lower  level 
than  the  current  active  use,"  refer  to  Tables  1-1,  1-10,  1-15  and 
1-1B  in  the  DEIS. 

3^-|fc  Issue  i   Cost  of  Horse  Removal 

The  $9  million  does  not  include  the  cost  of  removal  of  850  horses 
per  year.   To  analyze  the  alternatives  completely,  various  basic 
assumptions  were  made.   These  assumptions  are  Btated  in  the  DEIS  on 
pages  3-1  and  3-2.   DEIS  page  3-2,  #8,  states  that  wild  horses  and 
burros  would  be  removed  or  reduced  within  five  years.   This 
assumption,  along  with  assumption  #13,  includes  the  manpower  and 
funding  to  complete  the  proposal. 


32*13  Issue:   Funding  for  Monitoring 
See  response  to  lsBue  11-4. 

32*T~r  lBSUe!   Relationship  Between  LivestocK  and  Wild  Horse  Grazing 

Resource  damage  caused  by  wild  horses  may  be  difficult  to  isolate 
from  damage  caused  by  cattle,  as  utilization  by  the  two  is  very 
similar.   The  objectives  are  to  prevent  damage  from  occurring.   If 
through  monitoring  {see  diacusBion  of  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the 
Summary  in  the  FEIS)  overut illzation  is  shown  to  be  occurring  then 
adjustments  in  management  procedures  for  livestock,  wild  horses  and 
burros  would  take  place. 

32*15  lssue:   Herd  Management  Area  Plana 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  land  use  planning  process  Herd  Management 
Area  Plans  ( HMAP )  will  be  completed  for  all  areas  where  wild  horses 
and  burros  are  to  be  managed.   These  plans  will  include  an 
environmental  assessment  (EA)  if  reduction  in  horse  and  burro 
numbers  is  required. 

32"16   laauej   Cost  of  Management 

The  DEIS  did  not  specifically  give  a  breakdown  of  these  costs.  These 
costs  are  very  difficult  to  estimate  until  specific  (i.e.,  by 
allotment)  management  objectives  are  identified  through  the  CRMP 
process.   However,  for  the  purpose  of  this  analysis  a  general 
assumption  (DEIS  page  3-2)  was  made  that  the  funding  and  manpower 
would  be  available  to  implement  and  supervise  proposed  intensive 
management  systems. 
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32-17  lasuei   Selection  of  Horse  Ubs  Areas 


ThiB  determination  was  made  by  the  ParadiBe-Denlo  Area  Manager  as  a 
result  of  the  conflict  analysis  portion  of  the  Management  Framework 
Plan  Step  II.   The  following  were  the  reaeonB  that  the  Owyhee  was 
selected  and  other  areas  were  rejected.  , 

1.  The  Black  Rock  and  Jackson  Mountains  have  been  Identified  by 
the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  for  reintroduction  of  California 
bighorn  sheep.   Bighorn  sheep  and  wild  horses  may  not  be  In  direct 
competition  for  forage.   However,  managing  the  wild  horse  gatherings 
every  bo  many  years  would  involve  the  use  of  helicopters,  other 
motor  vehicles,  capture  facilities  and  the  presence  of  man — which 
does  create  serious  conflict  to  beghorn  sheep.   These  two  areas  are 
also  under  consideration  for , wilderness  and  are  wilderness  study 
units.   wilderness  creates  a  BerlouB  conflict  for  proper  management 
of  wild  horses  with  its  restrictions  on  the  use  ot  motorized 
equipment  and  development  of  facilltieu  within  its  boundaries. 

2.  About  15  percent  of , the  Snowstorm  Area  is  In  private 
ownership  and  the  owner  has  requested  the  wild  horses  to  be  removed 
under  43  CRF  4750.3. 

The  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  has  identified  the 
Snowstorm  Mountains  aB  an  area  for  the  reintroduction  of  California 
bighorn  sheep.   Wild  horses  and  bighorn  sheep  may  not  be  competitive 
for  forage ,  but  periodic  gatherings  will  be  required  to  balance  the 
wild  horses  with  the  stock  rate  and  this  requires  helicopterB ,  motor 
vehicles  and  men,  creating  a  serious  conflict  with  bighorn  sheep. 

Management  of  the  various  resources  '  is  not  feasible  in  horse 
use  areas.   Grazing  systems  are  designed  for  livestock  to  use  the 
range  at  certain  periods  of  use  and  to  provide  rest  and  seedling 
establishment  of  the  vegetation  resources,  but  it  Is  not  practical 
to  herd  wild  horses  to  follow  a  grazing  system. 

3.  It  ia  doubtful  that  aeven  head  of  horses  in  the  Slumbering 
Hills  could  be  considered  a  viable  population  or  that  these  animalB 
were  present  in  the  immediate  locale  at  the  time  of  the  paesage  of 
the  1971  act. 

4.  The  FlBh  and  Wildl'ife  Service  are  in  the  process  of  fencing 
their  boundary  along  McGee  Mountain  and  it  is  likely  the  fencing 
would  be  completed  in  the  isummer .   If  this  Li    the  case  the  burros 
would  be  fenced  in  the  Sheldon  Refuge  as  it  is  their  summer  range. 
If  they  were  fenced  out  of  the  Sheldon  Refuge,  a  large  portion  of 
their  habitat  or  range  would  be  removed  and  any  area  they  moved  to 
would  be  different  from  that  at  the  passage  of  the  197 1  act. 

5.  This  area  consists  of  398,000  acres  of  public  land  and  16,560 
acres  of  private  land  ranging  from  about  5,300  feet  to  over  6/000 
feet  in  elevation.   This  area  would  offer  many  management 
opportunities  for  wild  horses,  as  it  is  the  largest ,  most 
consolidated  parcel  of  public  land  with  the  feweBt  conflicts.   By 
managing  horse  numbers  the,  vegetation  resources  may  also  be  managed 
to  maintain  the  vegetation ' s  vigor . 


QO.iQ  Issue;   Water  Development 

Water  developments  were  not  proposed  for  the  Slumbering  Hills 
because  no  allotment  management  plan  was  proposed  for  the  Daveytown 
allotment.   Maintenance  of  existing  water  facilities  should  provide 
adequate  water  for  existing  uses. 


32"1S   Issue;   Antelope  Number  Increases 


Page  2-10  of  the  draft  EIS  (Antelope)  indicates  that  antelope 
numbers  since  1967  have  risen  263  percent  throughout  the  entire 
resource  area.   This  Increase  is  thought  to  be  a  result  of  improved 
kid  production ,  mild  winters  ( good  overwinter  survival ) ,  and 
improved  census  techniques. 


32~20   Issue  j   Northward  Flowing  Waters 


Two  streams.  Raven  Creek  and  the  east  Little  Owyhee  River  in  the 
Owyhee  Desert,  flow  northward  and  are  part  of  the  Snake  River 
Drainage. 


32~21   lasuei   Incomplete  Vegetation  Production  Data 


Condi tlun  data  were  not  collected  on  the  Upper  Ouinn  River 
allotment,  largely  because  of  the  vast  acreages  of  privately  owned 
land  and  relatively  small  amount  of  public  land  in  the  allotment. 

Condition  data  were  not  collected  on  the  Sand  Hills  allotment  due  to 
oversight  on  the  part  of  the  bureau. 

Declining  condition  in  a  particular  allotment  may  be  due  to 
excessive  wild  horse  numbers ,  excessive  livestock  numbers ,  Improper 
seasons  of  use,  Improper  grazing  systems/  or  any  combination  of 
these  factors . 


32*22   leauei   Competition  Between  Mule  Deer  and  Wild  Horses 

Competition  between  wild  horses  and  mule  deer  would  occur  to  some 
degree  on  the  mule  deer ' b  Bpring  range ,  but  this  would  be  minimal 
providing  that  wild  horses  are  maintained  at  carrying  capacity  as 
proposed.   Competition  would  increase  as  wild  horse  numbers  exceed 
the  carrying  capacity.   Refer  to  the  draft  statement,  page  3-22, 
"Wild  Horses." 

Wild  horses  do  not  occur  on  mule  deer  summer  range.   Mule  deer 
winter  range  overlaps  the  Little  Owyhee  Spring  Range  only  slightly, 
therefore  competition  is  minimal .   Dietary  overlap  between  the  two 
animals  is  also  minimal  during  the  winter  months. 

Mule  deer  populations  are  considerably  larger  In  some  other  mountain 
ranges  in  the  planning  area,  for  example  the  Pine  Forest  Range  and 
Bilk  Creek  Mountains.   Differences  in  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
habitat  are  contributing  factors  to  variations  in  population  size. 
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32" 23  ^Qiie:   Estimate  of  Survival  or  Mortality 

No  time-Bpecif ic  life  tables  have  been  calculated  because  the  data 
col lected  on  wild  horses  on  the  district  were  not  available. 
Therefore,  no  survival  or  mortality  has  been  estimated. 

3t.~2-4  IsBuei   Decisions  Pertaining  to  Mild  Horses  and  Burroe 

At  this  time  no  decisions  have  been  made  -  only  recommendations  with 
the  best  information  that  was  available  at  the  time. 


32~25  lBauei   Estimating  Natality  and  Mortality 

No  data  were  available  for  the  annual  mortality  of  ho r ess  in  the 
resource  area.   The  analysis  did  consider  the  estimated  annual 
increase  which  would  be  overall  natality  (birthrate)  minus  overall 
mortality.   Comparison  with  livestock  death  Iobs  would  have  no 
bearing  on  the  analysis. 


32"26  Issue:   Wild  Horse  Inbreeding 


The  Social  profile  was  merely  a  statement  of  the  ranchers'  opinions 
of  the  different  resource  values.   It  was  not  a  statement  of  BLM 
policy. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL  ST ABIL1ZATION  AND  CONSiRVATIOH  SESVICI 

Nevada  State  ASCS  Office 

P.O.  Box  360 

Reno,  Nevada  89504 

April  7,  1981 


Mr.  Ed  Spang 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Nevada  State  Office 

P.O.  Box  1200 

Reno,  Nevada  89520 

Dear  Mr.  Spang : 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  prepared  for  the 
Paradise-Denio  area  provides  extensive  data.   Like  any  collection 
of  data,  considerable  latitude  and  judgement  is  made  while 
interpreting . 

The  most  serious  flaw  I  detected  is  the  use  of  the  1978  range 
survey  as  your  vegetative  production  base.   Thus,  the  basis 
for  the  entire  report  on  your  range  survey  reflects  the  effects 
of  the  1977  severe  drought.   The  range  survey  would  show  the 
worst  possible  situation  as  the  entire  basis  for  your  analysis. 
Therefore,  I  do  not  believe  that  a  fair  determination  of  impacts 
could  be  made. 

There  were  several  other  unequable  premises  for  determinations 
made  which  I  will  list  for  your  further  review: 

Why  are  livestock  producers  given  three  years  to  adjust 
numbers  while  five  years  are  allowed  for  removal  or 
reduction  in  the  numbers  of  wild  horses  or  burros? 

Why  does  aquatic  habitat  on  private  riparian  lands  have 
to  meet  BLM  manual  6740  standards?   Reduced  grazing  on 
public  lands  will  necessitate  increased  grazing  on  private 
land,  thus  further  affecting  riparian  habitat. 

Fecal  coliform  counts  are  related  to  wild  horses,  burros, 
wildlife,  and  man's  activities,  not  just  cattle  as  alleged 
several  places  on  your  report. 
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Allocation  of  AUM'a  to  wildlife,  especially  deer,  would 
lead  the  reader  to  think  that  all  feed  was  received  from 
the  public  range  resources.   A  significant  portion  of 
their  substance  is  obtained  from  the  private  lands. 
Agricultural  interests  would  find  it  necessary  to  control 
numbers  they  will  now  be  expected  to  feed  when  livestock 
is  denied  AUM's  on  the  public  range. 

May  I  again  request  that  your  agency  take  another  look  at  the 
vegetative  production,  perhaps  use  another  method  o^  range 
survey.   You  will  find  the  range  capable  of  a  much  higher 
carrying  capacity. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment. 


Sincerely, 


/ 


^0^-9 
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C.  Richard  Capurro 

Acting  Nevada  State  ASC  Committee  Chairman 
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33~1  IflHuoi   Range  Survey 

See  diacuaeion  on  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 

33~2   IaBUei   Wild  Horse  Removal  Time  Frame 

The  time  frame  of  five  years  was  needed  to  remove  wild  horses 
because  of  the  following  limitations. 

1 >   Limited  time  frame  for  actual  horse  removals  (July  1  - 
February  28)  because  of  the  foaling  Beason. 

2.  The  total  number  of  wild  horses  to  be  removed. 

3.  Priorities  from  other  districts  within  the  state  which  limit 
the  work  that  can  be  done  on  this  district. 

Considering  these  parameters,  it  was  estimated  that  it  would  take 
five  years  to  remove  these  horses. 

33'3  laBUei   Aquatic  Habitat  Standards  on  Private  Land 

The  DEIS  dealt  only  with  public  streams  or  portions  of  atreama.   The 
habitat  condition  of  the  private  stream  sections  was  noted,  but  the 
BLH  6740  manual  requires  only  that  public  streams  be  maintained  in 
good  condition  by  BLM.   This  was  stated  in  the  laet  paragraph  of 
page  3-24  of  the  DEIS. 
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£Te-xra*de.  First  Corporation 

Farming  Ranching  Land  Development 

620  teslmkey  Sliest,  P.O.  Box  N  /  Winnemucca,  Hsveda  BftMS  /  (702)  623-2586 


April    2,     1981 


Mr .  Edward  F .  Spang 
Stats  Director,  Nevada 
U.S.  Dept.  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Boa  12000 
Sido,  Nevada  69529 


Subject:  Coasents  on  Peradise-Denlo  Draft  EIS 


Dear  Mr.  Spangi 

Nevada  First  Corporation's  BLM  grazing  privileges  sre 
Identified  to  the  subject  EIS  Draft  as  the  Bloody  Run, 
Bullhead,  Scott's  Spring,  Little  Owyhee  (Busier) ,  Little 
Owyhee  (spring)  and  U.C.  allotments.  Ninety  percent  of  NFC's 
activities  Involving  livestock  are  dependent  on  the  use  of  BLM 
graslng.  As  e  result  RFC  has  devoted  an  enormous  amount  of 
asecutive  man-hours  and  a  grsat  deal  of  private  funds  as  a 
result  of  the  Paradise  Denlo  EIS  process. 

While  the  EIS  draft  ia  an  aUborata,  detailed,  com- 
plicated document  its  value  aa  an  accurate  reference  document 
Is  almost  nill.  It  does  points  out  the  issues  and  gives  a 
reader  an  idea  of  the  scope  am^coaples  itles  of  grazlng's 
environment  si  impact*  It  does  not  give  a  reasonable  as- 
sessment of  the  active  end  true  graalng  iapact  on  tha  environ- 
ment* 

While  the  1968  range  survey  may  be  the  best  information 
available  to  BLM  from  its  own  sources  it  is  seriously  ln- 
acurrate  due  to  Innumerable  errors  and  ommlsslona  of  field 
studies  and  of  flee  calculations*  Forage  acre  requirement  as 
used  are  raconglsed  by  private,  university  and  BLM  range 
specialists  as  unappllcabla ,  and  seaaon-of -use  is  lnappro- 
peratly  applied.  The  1968  survey  is  a  ststic  one-time  state- 
ment with  no  avaluatlon  of  trend,  and  was  taken  during  a 
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severe  drought  year.  It  should  not  have  been  used  as  the  baale 
for  the  allocation  of  vegetation  In  the  EIS  as  It  produces  an 
overwhelming  bias  against  llveetock  ,  wildlife,  wild  horae 
carrying  capacities  on  a  sustained  y  ear-if  ter-y.ear  bails. 

While  the  EIS  Draft  Is  full  of  errors,  omalsslons  snd 
poor  Judgement,  to  detail  them  and  correct  each  would  require 
another  2  or  3  years  project  diverting  funds  fron  corrective  , 
monitoring  and  Improvement  projects  that  are  rscognlsed 
neccesaary  by  all  Multiple  uaera  and  agency  personsl.  Futher 
delay  In  declalona  would  cauae  lrrepalrabls  adverse  impact  on 
livestock  operations,  wildlife,  wild  horses,  the  local 
communities  and  the  overall  environment  ae  well.  It  would  also 
further  debaae  the  envlromen t al  protection  cauae  which  forced 
the  EIS. 

The  EIS  has  produced  its  daslrad  affect  forcing  all 
Interest  to  §lvs  environmental  protection  full  consideration 
when  planning  their  actlvltlas.  To  destroy  all  acttvltoa  by 
further  decision  delays  In  the  name  of  environmental  pro- 
tection would  bs  counter-produc  tlve  both  for  the  users  of 
public  land  and  prot sc t lonls ts . 

The  EIS  Draft  Summary  (page  111)  doea  give  all  Involved  a 
ray  of  hope  when  It  etatea  "The  concepts  of  coordinated 

resource management   end   plennlna   will   be   considered   In   all 

esses  of  future  vegetstlon  s  1  Iocs  t  ions " .  The  ball  Is  now  In 
the  hands  of  all  Interests  to  make  sure  s  CRMP  for  eech 
allotment  or  area  la  valid  and  meaningful.  If  the  CHOP'S  are 
In  fact  meenlngful  and  accurate  the  BLM  would  be  negligent  not 
to  give  thesUull  considers t Ion  In  its  planning  and  operations. 
Cooperative  Resource  Management  Planning  participants  suit 
adequately  represent  ell  in  teres ts ( user  t  environmental)  to  be 
valid.  The  uaers  and  Interests  must  accept  the  burden  of 
participation  and  results  If  they  hope  to  sea  their  desires 
put  into  act  ion. 

At  thle  point  I  urge  you  not  to  try  to  correct  the  Draft 
by  complete  re-writing  If  It  delays  the  decision  asking 
process  but.  Ins tead , recognlr e  Its  severe  short coamings  during 
the  CRMP  proceee  end  make  corrections  at  that  time  and  ss  the 
plana  progrsss  through  adequate  monitoring  of  operations. 

None  of  the  alternatives  proposed  In  the  EIS  are  ac- 
ceptable, nor  will  they  produce  tha  affect  daslrad  by  the 
protectionlets  who  Instigated  the  EIS  process. 

Don't  delay  the  decision  making  process  any  further  by 
trying  to  corrsct  2  years  mistakes,  correct  them  through 
CRMP'S.  Recognize  the  value  end  Intent  of  local  CRMP  groups, 
accept  velld  CHMP  plena  aa  they  are  completed,  allow  rea- 
aonabla  time  for  CRMP'e  In  proceea  to  be  completed  and 
complete  your  decisions  on  allotments  where  permittees,  BLM 
end  interests 
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(including  environmental)  are  in  agreement  without  CRMP'S  In  a 
timely  manner  eo  all  can  get  on  with  business  and  quit  wasting 
time  beating  a  dead  horse. 


Sincerely  yours, 


*£*- 


Garjt/A.     Thrasher 
Executive    Vice    President 
Nevada    First     Corporation 


34-1      iBBUet       Role    of    CHHP 

Bee    diauueelon    on    CRMP  at    the    beginning   of    the    Summary    in   the    FEI6 
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NEW  YQflK  OFFICE: 
«E   MBK  AVEMUZ 
rf  YORK.  HEW  YORK  IOQ23 


Law  Onucs 

Robert  C  McCandless 

TENTH  FLOOR 
170?  H  STREET.  N.  W. 

Washington,  a.  c  aoooc 


April    24,    1981 


UOU  2>S«44C 

CA&LSj  -SOONER- 


Mr.  Edward  F.  Spang 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Nevada  State  Office 
300  Booth  Street 
P.O.  Box  12000 
Reno,  NV  89520 


Dear  Mr.  Spang i 


Re i   1792  NR03,  N-020 


The  American  Horse  Protection  Association  thanks  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  environmental  iiapact 
statement  for  the  Paradise-Denio  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
Program.   We  realize  that  this  letter  is  being  sent  too  late 
for  inclusion  in  the  final  EIS,  but  we  understand  that  the 
comments  will  still  be  considered  in  reaching  a  final  decision. 

We  find  the  proposed  action  to  be  unacceptable.   According 
to  the  EIS,  some  65,000  livestock  use  the  grazing  area.   These 
are  less  than  2,500  horses.   The  livestock  require  nearly 
200,000  AUMs  par  year,  the  horses  less  than  30,000.   Vet  you 
propose  to  reduce  livestock  grazing,  on  the  average,  by  less 
than  508,  while  the  wild  horse  herd  will  be  chopped  to  3B6  head 
—  an  85%  reduction.   All  the  horses  are  to  be  removed  from 
most  of  the  herd  areas  in  Paradise-Denio.   Game  animals,  on  the 
other  hand,  will  suffer  the  minimal  and  temporary  loss  of  onlv 
600  AUMs  per  year . 

Even  in  the  long  run,  horses  will  be  excluded  from  most  of 
the  expected  range  improvements.   AUMs  allotted  for  big  game 
will  eventually  exceed  present  use,  while  livestock  AUMs  will 
return  to  84»  of  present  use.   Wild  horses  will  be  allotted 
2,000  additional  AUM'b  to  total  only  25%  of  present  use.   This 
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It.    Edward    F.    Spang 


April  27,  1981 


is  not  an  equitable  distribution  of  range  resources;  the 
various  users  of  the  range  have  not  been  treated  equally,  with 
the  horses,  as  usual,  getting  the  short  end  of  the  stick. 

The  EIS  contain  no  evidence  to  justify  removing  85%  of  the 
horses.   To  the  contrary,  if  this  area  is  overgrazed,  it  is 
because  of  livestock  use,  which  is  ten  times  the  horses  use 
today,  and  has  been  even  greater  in  the  past.   Indeed,  there  is 
no  way  to  be  certain  what  the  existing  horse  use  is  because  the 
Bureau  has  no  accurate  data.   The  EIS  contains  no  inventory 
data;  there  is  no  breakdown  of  how  many  horses  are  in  each 
allotment  or  in  each  horse  range.   The  EIS  assumes  that  the 
horses  are  increasing  at  a  rate  of  14%  per  year,  but  nothing 
has  been  done  to  substantiate  this  assumption. 

Of  the  limited  alternatives  presented,  we  find  the 
Livestock  Reduction/Maximize  Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Alternative 
most  acceptable.   Under  this  proposal,  700  horses  would  be 
allowed  to  remain,  or  28%  of  the  current  herd. 

The  additional  horses  could  be  maintained  at  little 
expense  to  livestock  interests.   Under  the  Bureau's  estimates, 
some  16,000  fewer  AUMs  would  be  allotted  to  livestock  at  a  cost 
of  5100,000  in  yearly  income  to  area  ranchers,  or  0.3%  of  total 
area  income  from  ranching. 

We  are  somewhat  mystified  as  to  why  even  this  minimal  loss 
is  necessary.   The  additional  Horses  will  need  fewer  than  4,000 
extra  AUM's  yet  livestock  AUMs  will  be  cut  by  16,000.   Possibly 
this  is  because  the  proposal  assumes  the  creation  of  several 
livestock-free  horse  ranges.   This  seems  totally  unnecessary, 
and  a  waste  of  space  and  resources.   If  it  is  necessary,  then 
the  extra  AUMs  should  be  allotted  to  horses,  allowing  foe  sore 
than  700  to  remain  on  the  range. 

Whatever  alternative  is  adopted,  we  believe  the  Bureau  has 
overestimated  the  degree  o£  impact  that  horses  have  on  the 
range  and  on  livestock  by  way  of  competition. 

The  assumption  is  ntade  that  a  given  range  can  support 
livestock  or  horses  equally.   This  is  not  so.   First,  dietary 
overlap  between  horses  and  cattle  (which  comprise  most  of  the 
livestock)  is  not  complete.   Even  in  critical  spring  months,  it 
is  at  most  60%.   (We  note  that  diet  studies  should  be  done 
before  horses  are  removed) .   This  means,  under  the  theory  of 
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Mr.  Edward  F.  Spang 


-3- 


April  27,  1981 


common  use,  that  the  range  can  support  —  without  detriment  -- 
a  greater  number  of  cattle  and  horses  together  than  of  each 
separately.   This  ahould  be  taken  into  account  in  reaching  a 
final  decision. 

Second,  in  computing  range  suitability  and  grazing 
capacity,  the  Bureau  has  also  treated  horses  and  livestock  as 
if  they  were  the  same.   Again,  this  is  incorrect.   Horses  graze 
on  steeper  slopes  than  cattle.   They  graze  farther  from  water 
resources  than  cattle.   This  means  that  a  given  range  will 
support  more  horses  than  cattle.   It  means  that  a  given  range 
will  support  more  horses  and  cattle  together  than  it  will 
cattle  alone.   These  factors  must  be  considered. 

The  case  is  even  more  egregious  for  the  50  burros  in 
Paradise-Denio.   The  EIS  assumes  that  burros  eat  1  AUM  per 
month,  the  same  as  the  cattle  or  horses.   Since  burros  are  only 
half  the  size  of  horses  and  cattle,  this  impact  on  range 
resources  has  been  grossly  overestimated. 

In  sum,  we  find  no  basis  in  the  draft  EIS  for  eliminating 
85%  of  the  wild  horses  in  Paradise-Denio.   The  data  presented 
does  not  justify  it.   Reasonable  alternatives  permitting  more 
horses  to  remain  on  the  range  were  not  considered.   Essential 
data,  even  as  to  how  many  horses  there  really  are,  is  missing. 

Finally,  we  note  that  the  Bureau  has  determined  that 
removing  more  than  4,000  horses  over  a  five  year  period  is  a 
substantial  impact  under  NEPA.   We  trust  that  if  the  Bureau 
decides  to  proceed  with  the  massive  roundup,  it  will  first 
prepare  the  required  environmental  impact  statement. 

Very  truly  yours. 


^^U&v 


Joesph  E.  Schuler 
Attorney  for 

American  Horse  Protection 
Association 
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Issue i   Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Inventory  Data  and  Productivity 

Inventory  data  for  the  EIS  were  taken  from  the  Unit  Resource 
Analysis  (URA)  and  then  projected  to  1980.   Table  2-B  on  page  2-17 
of  the  draft  statement  Bhowa  a  breakdown  of  the  current  wild  horse 
and  burro  areas  in  the  allotments  involved,   Appendix  C,  page  6-lb, 
shows  the  methodology  for  computing  estimated  annual  increase  in 
wild  horses  and  burros,  using  previous  inventory  data. 


35~2  Issuei  Application  of  Suitability  Criteria  to  Wild  Horses  and  Burros 
See  response  to  Issue  32-7. 

35"3  Issuei   Wild  Burro  Dietary  Requirements 

Even  though  wild  burros  are  smaller  animals  than  wild  horses  the 
assumption  was  made  that  forage  would  be  equal  to  that  of  the  wild 
horse  because  of  directives  Btated  in  Washington  Office  Memo  76-339 
(available  in  the  files  at  the  Nevada  State  Office  and  Winnemucca 
District  Office).   This  memo  states  in  part  "In  order  to  be 
consistent  throughout  the  Bureau,  1.0  AUM  will  be  used  in 
determining  forage  allowances  for  wild  horses  or  burros.   ThiB 
standard  is  the  aane  as  that  for  domestic  horses  and  burros  which 
will  appear  in  tha  revised  grazing  regulations. " 


35""4  Iseuai   Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Gathering 


All  roundups  that  are  conducted  by  the  district  are  preceded  by  a 
gathering  plan  and  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  determine  if 
there  are  any  significant  impacts.   from  this  determination  a 
decision  is  made  about  the  need  for  an  EIS. 
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■  OS    MORIH    DIVISION    STREET 
CARSON   CITT,   NEVADA   BB7 

TlltPnONI    |703l    ili-JlOQ 


Mr.  Frank  Shields 
District  tianager 
Winnemucca  District  Office 
705  East  Fourth  street 
Winnemucca,  Nevada   89445 

Dear  Mr.  Shields: 

Following  are  the  comments  of  Pino  Forest  Land  and 
Stock  Company,  Inc.  on  the  draft  EIS  for  the  Paradise-Denio 
Resource  Area. 

Alternatives  Considered 

The  draft  EIS  is  legally  inadequate  because  it  fails  to 
consider  the  most  logical  alternative.   The  alternative  of 
maintaining  livestock  numbers  at  the  present  levels  and  the 
initiation  of  monitoring  to  determine  carrying  capacity  and 
stocking  rates  has  not  been  considered.   This  alternative 
should  also  provide  for  initiation  of  range  improvements  on 
a  priority  basis  established  through  the  monitoring  process. 
This. alternative  would  have  absolutely  no  economic  impact  on 
the  range  users  or  the  affected  communities  initially.   The 
planning  and  enhancement  of  recreational,  wildlife,  grazing 
and  other  multiple  uses  of  the  resource  could  be  best 
accomplished  through  coordinated  resource  management  and 
planning.   For  the  DEIS  to  ignore  this  alternative  makes  it 
legally  deficient  under  HEP A. 
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The  DEIS  states  that  the  best  information  available  is 
the  1978  range  inventory  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.   This  statement  is  patently  untrue.   The  sci- 
entific community  has  for  more  than  30  years  recognized  that 
range  surveys  in  the  Great  Basin  area  are  not  a  reliable 
method  of  inventorying  forage  available.   Sporadic  pre- 
cipitation resulting  in  vast  variation  in  vegetation  in  any 
given  area  makes  range  surveys  in  the  Great  Basin  area 
totally  unreliable  and  therefore  useless.   At  the  time  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  embarked  on  preparation  of  EIS  *  s 
with  the  pilot  project  at  Challis,  Idaho,  the  scientific 
community  advised  the  BLM  that  the  use  of  range  surveys  in 
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the  great  basins  was  not  an  appropriate  method  of  inventory- 
ing the  range's  carrying  capacity.   In  spite  of  this  profes- 
sional advice,  the  BLM  has  embarked  on  the  use  of  range 
surveys  even  though  the  procedure  has  been  discredited  for 
more  than  30  years.   The  University  of  Nevada,  through 
various  range  scientists,  has  repeatedly  reminded  the  Bureau 
or  Land  Management  that  range  surveys  cannot  be  relied  on 
for  inventorying  forage  in  Nevada. 

The  range  survey  conducted  in  the  Paradise-Denio  Resource 
Area  was  conducted  in  a  year  following  the  worst  drought 
known  to  the  area  in  many  years.   William  Harkenrider  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  stated  to  the  USDA-ASCS  in  1977 
that  the  range  conditions  in  the  Paradise-Denio  Area  were 
from  40  to  50  percent  of  normal.   In  spite  of  this  knowledge, 
the  BLM  conducted  its  range  survey  in  1978  at  a  time  when 
the  range  conditions  were  at  an  all-time  low.   With  the 
application  of  all  adjustment  factors,  no  amount  of  mathe- 
matical calisthenics  can  correct  the  range  survey  resultB  to 
show  true  average  range  conditions.   Any  credible  range 
scientist  will  acknowledge  that  range  surveys  conducted  in 
years  of  drought  will  show  less  carrying  capacity  than  range 
surveys  conducted  in  years  of  good  forage  production.   The 
Paradise-Denio  DEIS  ignore  this  fact  and  purports  to  allocate 
range  in  the  preferred  alternative  based  on  drought  year 
range  surveys. 

The  1965  range  surveys  conducted  by  the  BLM  have  been 
totally  disregarded  in  the  allocation  of  forage  or  establish- 
ment of  trend  on  the  range.   We  submit  that  this  evidence  is 
available  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  should  be 
considered  if  the  BLM  is  committed  to  reliance  upon  range 
surveys  in  allocating  forage. 

It  Is  common  knowledge  that  the  young  people  conducting 
the  range  survey  in  the  Paradise-Denio  Area  in  1978  wer» 
indequately  trained  and  unqualified  to  conduct  an  ocular 
reconnaisance  of  such  a  complex  range  ecosystem.   The  surveys 
were  conducted  without  establishing  any  reference  points 
through  clipping  and  weighing  and  without  the  use  of  rudi- 
mentary data  verification.   state  recommended  proper  use 
factors  were  ignored  and  in  their  place  PUF's  were  used  that 
grossly  underestimate  the  available  forage.   Cheat  grass  was 
assigned  a  PUF  of  leBs  than  100  even  though  it  is  considered 
an  undesirable  species. 
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On  the  Pine  Forest  and  the  Paiute  Allotments,  the 
season  of  use  allocating  to  various  regions  was  totally 
inconsistent  with  both  historic  use  and  the  common  sense  use 
of  the  forage.   The  Blackrock  Desert  was  assigned  summer 
season  of  use  and  other  spring  use  areas  were  assigned 
summer  seasons  of  use,  resulting  in  drastic  deficiencies  in 
the  available  forage  during  the  assigned  season.   The  use  of 
an  appropriate  season  of  use  coupled  with  a  survey  during 
that  season  of  use  will  result  in  the  identification  of 
vastly  greater  amounts  of  forage.   There  was  absolutely  no 
consultation  with  the  local  ranchers  in  identifying  the 
season  of  use  of  the  various  areas  or  in  identifying  the 
various  forage  species  available  in  those  areaB. 

The  identification  of  vegetative  units  for  purposes  of 
the  survey  was  done  unprofessionally  by  inexperienced 
personnel  resulting  in  designation  of  vegetative  units  that 
distort  the  true  forage  availability.   This  inaccurate 
designation  of  vegetative  units  coupled  with  the  other 
criticism  of  the  range  survey  hereinabove  set  forth  has 
resulted  in  82,204  acres  of  the  Pine  Forest  Allotment  being 
found  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing  because  its  produc- 
tion is  below  32  acres  per  AUM.   A  properly  done  survey  will 
show  that  the  production  of  the  majority  of  that  82,000 
acres  will  be  substantially  higher  than  the  32  acres  per  AUM 
cutoff  point. 

The  application  of  the  50  percent  slope  suitability 
criteria  to  the  Pine  Forest  Allotment  is  totally  inappropriate 
on  most  of  the  range.   It  is  our  belief  that  a  more  careful 
identification  of  50  percent  slope  lands  in  the  allotment 
will  substantially  reduce  the  10,195  acres  identified  as 
being  in  excess  of  50  percent  slope.   After  identification 
of  the  portion  of  the  allotment  that  is  in  fact  with  a  50 
percent  or  greater  slope,  a  qualified  range  scientist  will 
determine  that  most  of  that  steep  slope  area  is  suitable  for 
grazing  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is  water  occurring  on 
the  slope  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  soil  types  on 
these  steep  slopes  are  not  those  susceptible  to  erosion.   It 
is  our  interpretation  of  the  suitability  criteria  concerning 
slope  that  it  is  only  lands  with  a  50  percent  or  greater 
slope  and  susceptible  to  erosion  that  should  be  found  un- 
suitable for  livestock  grazing.   We  submit  that  with  the 
proper  application  of  this  suitability  criteria  to  the  lands 
in  the  Pine  Forest  Allotment  that  there  will  be  essentially 
no  land  found  to  be  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing  because 
of  slope. 
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It  la  our  belief  that  in  view  of  the  pattern  established 
by  range  survey  crews  in  other  portions  of  the  state,  that  a 
detailed  analysis  of  the  range  survey  data  will  reveal  large 
errors  in  mathematical  calculations,  application  of  proper 
use  factors  and  other  careless  workmanship  that  will  ironi- 
cally have  the  net  result  of  reduction  in  the  amount  of 
forage  identified  on  the  allotments. 

The  end  result  of  the  range  surveys  has  been  drastic 
reductions  in  forage  identified  on  the  Pine  Forest  and 
Paiute  Allotments  as  well  as  throughout  the  entire  resource 
area.   These  drastic  reductions  viewed  in  light  of  historical 
use,  previous  range  surveys,  known  range  production  and 
wildlife  trend,  leaves  the  obvious  conclusion  that  the  1978 
range  surveys  are  not  the  best  evidence  available  but  fatally 
defective.   In  view  of  this  fatal  flaw  in  the  range  surveys, 
it  is  our  position  that  they  should  be  found  officially 
defective  and  unreliable  and  discarded,  and  in  no  way  referred 
to  or  relied  on  in  preparation  of  the  Paradise-Denio  EIS. 

Coordinated  Resource  Management  and  Planning 

We  endorse  the  concept  of  CRMP  and  feel  that  the  Pine 
Forest  mountain  range  is  a  textbook  example  of  an  appropriate 
application  of  CRMP.   The  DEIS  endorses  the  concept  of  CRMP, 
however,  with  one  fatal  prerequisite.   The  DEIS  requires 
that  CRMP  be  undertaken  with  the  197B  range  surveys  as  the 
data  base.   The  CRMP  committees,  in  order  to  be  meaningful, 
must  consist  of  persons  knowledgable  with  the  resource  area. 
To  require  these  people  to  accept  as  fact  a  range  survey 
with  the  flaws  as  identified  hereinabove,  is  absurd.   Planning 
in  the  area  must  fail  when  founded  on  an  erroneous  data 
base. 

The  only  reasonable  method  of  obtaining  a  workable  plan 
for  the  utilization  of  the  Pine  Forest  range  resource  is  to 
monitor  the  known  and  historical  use  of  the  range.   Initiation 
of  the  alternative  suggested  in  the  beginning  of  these 
commentB  will  allow  the  assimilation  of  an  accurate  and 
usable  data  base. 

No  planning  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  that  is 
done  hostile  to  the  owners  of  the  private  land  can  succeed. 
The  private  land  controls  access  to  the  majority  of  the 
streams  and  vast  tracks  of  the  public  lands.   The  Leo  Sheep 
case,  decided  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  recently 
established  once  and  for  all  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment or  any  other  federal  agency  has  no  implied  right  of 
way  through  private  lands.   If  the  BLM  chooses  to  rely  on 
the  erroneous  1978  range  survey  and  expects  the  cooperation 
through  CRMP,  they  are  sadly  misguided. 
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Errors  In  Mapping 

The  maps  in  the  DEIS  that  delineate  the  Pine  Forest 
I  Allotment  are  grossly  in  error.   The  actual  allotment 
boundaries  include  all  of  the  drainage  of  Leonard  Creek, 
including  its  tributaries.   It  encompasses  Duffer  Peak  and 
includes  portions  of  the  drainage  of  Knott  Creek.   The 
delineation  on  the  maps  in  the  DEIS  do  not  accurately  depict 
thia. 

The  map  entitled  Vegetative  Types  identifies  two 
"barren  areas"  on  the  Pine  Forest  Mountain.   One  of  these 
barren  areas  is  located  in  the  center  of  a  crested  wheat 
seeding  and  the  other  is  located  in  what  is  known  as  Leonard 
Creek  Meadows,  an  irrigated  meadow  area  near  the  headwaters 
of  Leonard  Creek.   It  is  obvious  that  the  personnel  who 
identified  these  areas  as  barren  have  not  seen  them.   The 
map  should  be  corrected  in  this  regard.   There  are  no  barren 
areas  on  Pine  Forest  Mountain  other  than  the  tops  of  large 
boulders  that  would  be  microscopic  to  map  and  insignificant. 

Fencing 

The  DEIS  identifies  various  fences  to  be  installed  on 
the  Pine  Forest  Allotment.   There  has  been  absolutely  no 
discussion  with  the  permittees  on  the  allotment  of  the 
location  of  these  fences.   The  fences  as  identified  on  the 
DEIS  map  are  simply  ridiculous.   On  the  contrary,  there  is  a 
fence  needed  on  the  Paiute  Allotment  that  would  separate  the 
use  by  the  Paiute  Ranch  from  the  use  by  the  Leonard  Creek 
Ranch  on  that  allotment.   This  fence  has  been  proposed  for 
decades  and  would  be  an  extremely  useful  management  tool. 
The  DEIS  does  not  identify  this  much  needed  management  tool. 

Figure  1 

Figure  1  in  the  DEIS  graphically  shows  a  comparison  of 
the  four  alternatives  analyzed  by  the  DEIS.   It  does  not, 
however,  indicate  the  present  situation  on  the  allotment. 
This  results  in  the  representation  being  grossly  misleading, 
bordering  on  outright  dishonesty.   We  would  recommend  that 
the  figure  be  redrawn  to  reflect  the  existing  situation  so  a 
comparison  can  be  drawn  as  to  the  effect  of  all  of  the 
alternatives. 
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Acreage  Analysis 

I  have  been  unable  to  find  in  the  DEIS  analysis  of  the 
acreages  identified  in  the  range  survey  as  being  suitable 
and  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing.   I  am  aware  that  this 
data  is  available  to  the  BLM,  and  it  would  appear  to  me  that 
it  would  be  absolutely  essential  to  the  decision-maker  in 
evaluating  the  impact  of  the  various  alternatives  on  the 
resource.   It  is  conceivable  that  the  decision-maker  on  the 
document  may  very  well  conclude  that  an  alternative  that 
finds  over  half  of  the  resource  area  unsuitable  for  live- 
stock is  fatally  defective.   This  is  especially  true  knowing 
that  the  entire  resource  has  been  used  for  livestock  grazing 
for  more  than  a  century. 

Trend 

The  DEIS  purports  to  identify  the  Paiute  and  Pine 
Forest  Allotments  as  being  in  a  downward  trend.   However, 
there  have  been  no  trend  plots  or  exclosures  established  in 
these  allotments  prior  to  the  survey.   BLM  staff,  who  con- 
ducted the  survey,  have  admitted  that  they  have  no  way  of 
assessing  the  trends  in  these  areas.   yet  the  DEIS  purports 
to  identify  the  trends.   We  are  also  aware  that  trend  plots 
have  been  established  subsequent  to  the  1978  range  survey 
and  we  are  also  aware  that  those  trend  plots  show  a  substan- 
tial upswing  in  the  condition  of  the  range.   This  upswing  in 
the  range  condition  has  been  with  the  historical  livestock 
utilization,  not  the  reduction  advocated  in  DEIS.   We  feel 
that  is  inherently  dishonest  for  the  BLM  to  disregard  their 
most  current  data  regarding  trends  in  analyzing  the  various 
alternatives.   Of  course,  BLM  policy  is  that  the  suitability 
will  not  be  applied  in  range  with  an  improving  trend.   The 
majority  of  the  reduction  in  livestock  carrying  capacity 
indicated  in  the  preferred  alternative  on  the  DEIS  would  be 
wiped  out  if  there  was  no  application  of  the  suitability 
criteria  on  the  Pine  Forest  and  Paiute  Allotments.   This  is 
true  even  with  all  of  the  flaws  in  the  range  survey  herein- 
above indicated. 

Treatment  No.  8 

The  DEIS  is  extremely  difficult  for  me  to  read  and 
comprehend  because  of  its  convoluted  presentation  of  the 
facts.   My  interpretation,  however,  of  the  grazing  treatment 
analysis  is  that  in  allotments  scheduled  for  AMP ' s  that 
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treatment  No.  8  will  be  applied.   Treatment  No.  8  proposes 
to  hold  livestock  off  of  the  allotment  until  early  summer. 
The  analysis  on  page  1-11  indicates  that  there  is  continuous 
use  of  the  range  on  these  allotments.   This  is  a  grossly 
erroneous  assumption.   On  the  Pine  Forest  and  Paiute  Allot- 
ments, the  normal  migration  of  the  livestock  is  from  the 
spring  country  to  the  summer  country  back  to  the  winter 
country,  with  substantial  numbers  of  the  livestock  being 
removed  before  going  to  the  winter  country.   There  are  long 
periods  of  absolutely  no  use  by  livestock  on  substantial 
portions  of  allotments  during  different  portions  of  the 
year.   The  implementation  of  grazing  treatment  No.  B  would 
both  have  devastating  effects  on  the  livestock  operations 
and  accomplish  absolutely  no  useful  purpose  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  range.   It  would  totally  waste  utilization  of 
approximately  one-third  of  the  range  on  the  east  portion  of 
the  Pine  Forest  Allotment  and  in  addition  it  would  leave 
Pine  Forest  Land  and  Stock  Company  without  a  place  to 
pasture  the  cattle  during  the  most  critical  pasture  season. 

I  question  my  interpretation  of  the  DEIS  in  this 
respect  because  it  is  uncomprehensible  to  me  or  to  my 
clientB  that  the  DEIS  actually  purports  to  implement  this 
absurd  range  treatment.   I  would  hope  that  this  is  a  mis- 
reading on  our  part. 

Respectfully, 

SKLITH  &  GAMBLE,  LTI 


JCSmat 


Julian  c.    Smith,    Jr 


oc: 


Pine  Forest  Land  and  Stock  Co. 
Ed  Spang 
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leauet   Need  to  Consider  Alternatives 
Bee  response  to  Issue  b-22. 

Issue:   Role  of  CRMP 

See  discussion  on  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS 

leauet   Map  Discrepancies 
See  response  to  Issue  12—  t - 

Iesuei   Vegetation  Types  Map 

See  Errata  -  Chapter  2  corrections  to  Vegetation  Types  Hap. 


36°"5  Issue;   Present  Allocation  in  Summary  Figure  1 

For  the  purpose  of  comparison  the  No  Action  alternative  would  t 
equal  to  the  present  situation. 

36"0  lasue:   Suitable  and  Unsuitable  Acreages 

A  breakdown  of  suitable  and  unsuitable  acreages  by  allotment  is 
shown  in  Appendix  G,  Table  G-1,  on  DEIS  page  6-28. 
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Mr. Frank  C.  Shields.  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
705  East  4th  Street 
winnemucca,  NV  89445 


Dear  Frank: 

Here  ere  some  comments  on   the  "Paradise-Denio  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement"  draft.     Thank  you  for  sending  me  copies  to  review. 

As  with  previous  draft  environmental   impact  statements  on  grazing  of 
rangelands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,   the  Paradise-Denio 
EIS  is  based  on  range  survey .use  of  suitability  criteria,  and  use  of  a 
computer  program  for  allocation  of  forage.      Strict   application  of  these 
approaches  has   not  been  generally  acceptable.      The  draft  EIS  also   reflects 
an  apparent  continuing  bias  against  livestock  use  (at  least  at  present 
levels)  on  BLM  administered  lands. 

It  has  been  my  experience  in  the  Great  Basin  that  there  are  so  many 
variables,  unknowns,  and  considerations  sometimes  erroneously  accounted  for 
that  it  is  nearly  impossible  to  allocate  forage  using  the  methods  outlined 
in  the  draft  EIS.     A  more  acceptable  approach  for  use  in  large  areas  such  as 
Paradise-Denio  will   probably  involve  review  and  evaluation  of  use  and  manage- 
ment over  the  past  several  years,  use  of  condition  and  trend  data,  management 
plan  preparation  involving  all   interests  and  expertise  available,  and  a  monitor- 
ing program  to  aid  in  making  changes  where  needed  if  resource  objectives 
are^not  being  met. 

Recent  statements  by  BLM  people  and  what  appears  to  be  wholehearted  and 
sincere  participation  in  the  Coordinated  Resource  Management  and  Planning 
program  in  the  Winnemucca  area  tell  me  that  the  forage  allocations  suggested 
in  the  draft  EIS  will   not  be  aproblem.     This   is  also  strengthened  by  brief 
37-1         discussions  of  CRMP   in  the  draft  EIS.      I   am  assuming  that  use  of  the  "CRMP 

and  monitoring"  approach  will   be  more  clearly  and  definitely  spelled  out  in  the 
final   EIS.      It  may  even  be  possible  in  the   final    EIS  to  develop  the  proposed 
action  around  "Resource  optimization  and  protection"  with  heavy  emphasis  on 
using  the  CRMP  process. 

If  the  CRMP  process  is  effectively  used  there  should  be  few  unresolved 
resources  problems  in  the  Paradise-Denio  area.     I  do  have  a  few  further 
conments  and  suggestions  for  BLM  and  those  working  through  CRMP: 
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1  -  There   is   substantial   agreement   among  range  professionals   that  grazing 
management  systems  can  be  developed  to  provide  for  livestock  use  during  the     ' 
early  spring  without  damage  to  the  resource  —  especially  where  there  are 
crested  wheatgrass  seedings. 

2  -  Wild  horses   are  projected  only   in  a  few  allotments.      It  may  work 
better  to  determine  a  reasonable  number  of  wild  horses  and  spread   them  over 
more  area  where  they  are  acceptable  to  the  people  involved. 

3  -   I  don't  understand  why  some  allotments  should  not  have  allotment 
management  plans.      It  seems  they  are  appropriate  in  all   grazed  areas. 

4  -   The  schedule   for  implementation   (Table   1-6)  will   probably  change 
depending  on  eagerness  of  grazing  users  to  develop     resource  plans.     I  notice 
the  UC  allotment  is  lowest  priority  in  the  draft  EIS  but  now  is  the  first 

to  have  a  plan  through  CRMP. 

5  -  Re-establishment  of  bighorn  sheep  is  proposed  in  a  number  of  locations. 
I  don  t  hear  a  big  clamor  for  their  introduction  on  a  large  scale  basis. 

6  -  Only  8.7  percent  of  the  area  has  soil   surveys.      I  strongly  recosmend 
their  completion   in  the  whole  EIS  area.     Soil   surveys  can  be  correlated  with 
range  sites  to  help  determine  ecological  potential    (helpful   in  formulating 
meaningful   objectives  and  measuring  progress   toward  them).      They  are  useful 
for  preparing  management  plans  and  are  of  value  especially  In  making  general 
plans  for  range  improvements. 

7  -  The  draft  EIS  estimates  only  3694  acres  of  riparian  area.      The  potential 
for  restoration  of  additional    riparian  areas   is  undoubtedly  substantial.     Many 
have  deteriorated  to  brush  types  and  their  potential   is  not  recognized.     Hopefully 
the  many  benefits  of  their  restoration  will   be  fully  recognized  relative  to 
costs  as   improvements  are  considered. 

8  -  There  is  much  attention  given  to  such  as  water  quality,  visual 
resources,  and  cultural    resources  which  are  all    important  considerations, 

I  would  hope  that  all   of  these  aspects  are  fully  considered  as  improvements 
are  planned  and  applied.     There  should  not  be  much  need  for  strict  applica- 
tion of  arbitrary  standards  and  parameters  if  CRMP  groups  agree  with  what 
is  to  be  done  and  these  dimensions  are  included  in  general   standards  for 
the  work  to  be  done. 

Although  the  Paradise-Denio  draft  EIS  presents  problems  for  many  people 
in  the  area   I  believe  the  Winnemucca  district  can  now  proceed  with  final   EIS 
preparation  and  implementation  of  a  grazing  program  that  will   involve  all 
interests  and  provide  for  red  meat  production  from  public  lands  at  near  or 
possibly  exceeding  present  levels.     Other  uses  will  be  fully  considered  end 
the  resource  base  will  be  sustained  or  improved. 

If  you  have  questions  on  these  comments  or  if  I  can  help  otherwise  let  me  know. 

Sincerely, 


Bill   Calkins 
Mike  Kil patrick 
Dr.   Dale  Bohmont 
Dr.   Paul   Tueller 
Joe  Thackaberry 
Ken  Sakurada 


''James  Linebaugh  J 

Range  Specialist 
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37"1  iBBuei   Role  of  CKMP 

See  diucussion  on  CRMP  at  Lhe  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 
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May  7,  1981 


District  Manager 
BLM-winnemucca  District 
705  E.  4th  Street 
Winnemucca,  NV  89445 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Nevada  legislature's  federal  regulation  review  committee 
has  reviewed  your  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for 
grazing  in  the  Paradise-Denio  area.   In  response  to  this 
statement,  the  following  official  comments  are  provided: 

1.   According  to  your  impact  statement,  the  existing 
use  of  ADM's  is  238,876  per  year.   Your  1978  range 
survey,  however,  showed  that  only  124,927  ADM's  are 
available  in  this  area  for  livestock,  wildhorses 
and  burros,  and  wildlife.   Our  committee  would 
therefore  question  why  any  vegetation  exists  at  all 
in  this  area  if  annual  vegetation  consumption  is 
twice  the  amount  available.   This  question  leads  us 
to  two  possible  answers:   (a)   vegetation  is  being 
grazed  twice  as  heavily  as  the  plants  can  produce 
new  growth  each  year ,  or   (b)   the  1978  range  sur- 
vey is  inaccurate.   Because  this  area  has  not  been 
overgrazed  into  a  vast  desolate  wasteland,  we 
assume  that  the  1978  survey  is  not  particularly 
accurate. 


38-1 


He  strongly  support  the  following  policy  expressed 
on  page  1-2  of  your  document:   "The  intent  of  the 
BLH  is  to  use  reliable  new  information  that  becomes 
available  from  BLM  land  users  or  other  sources 
before  implementation  of  decisions.*   (emphasis 
added).   For  example,  later  documentation  developed 
by  range  users  in  the  Caliente  resource  area  of 
Nevada  demonstrated  that  the  initial  range  survey 
used  by  BLM  was  inaccurate  and  deficient.  We 
therefore  support  the  use  of  new  information  by  BLM 
as  it  becomes  available. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
Paradise-Denio  statement. 


Sincerely v 

Karen  Hayes,  Chairman 
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38-1  iBSUa'   Use  of  New  Information 

See  diacuaaion  on  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEI5 
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Mr.  Ed  Spang,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  O.  Box  12000 
Reno,  NV  89520 

Dear  Mr.  Spang: 

The  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association  provides  the  following  brief 
comments  on  the  Paradise-Denio  Environmental  Impact  Statement: 

Pg.  1-1,  Alternatives  including  the  Proposed  Action. 

ggj    CRMP:  This  paragraph  states  that  since  the  1978  range  survey 
is  the  best  information  available  to  the  BLM,  at  this  time,  it 
was  used  as  the  basis  for  the  proposed  allocation  of  vegetation. 
We  do  not  support  using  the  forage  production  data  from  this 
survey,  or  any  others,  to  be  used  as  a  basis  on  which  to  allocate 
forage.  The  forage  survey  method  is  extremely  vulnerable  to 
manipulation  and  human  error  and  has  proven  to  be  faulty  in 
other  districts  throughout  the  state.  We  must  suspect  that  the 
survey  in  the  Paradise-Denio  area  is  also  an  unreliable  basis 
to  establish  stocking  rates.  Range  professionals  have  documented 
that  many  errors  have  been  made  in  the  forage  data  for  the  survey. 

We  support  the  setting  of  stocking  rates  through  the  evaluation 
of  long-term  trend  and  utilization  studies.  These  are  probably  the 
most  reliable  means  available  to  determine  the  actual  conditions 
of  the  range.  However,  they  can  also  be  influenced  by  personal 
bias. 

Livestock  adjustments  should  not  be  made  until  a  trend  can  be 
determined  through  the  monitoring  program. 

Wild  horses  must  be  reduced  immediately  in  areas  where  they  are 
in  excess  of  1971  numbers  or  where  they  were  already  excessive 
in  1971.  Unless  wild  horses  are  controlled,  it  is  impossible  to 
conduct  multiple-use  management  on  the  public  lands. 

JSNCBS| 

NATIONAL  CATTLEMEN  S  ASSOCIATION 
Affiliate  Member 


Mr.  Ed  Spang 
May  7,  1981 
Page  2 


An  active  range  ijrprovernent  proqram  should  be  implemented 
as  soon  as  possible  in  order  to  provide  the  badly  needed 
range  irrDrovements  that  have  been  held  up  due  to  the  unfortunate 
approach  taken  to  fulfill  N.E.P.A. 

We  realize  that  theBe  comments  are  brief  and  really  don't  support  any 
of  the  alternatives.  However,  we  strongly  feel  that  the  public  lands 
should  be  managed  under  the  most  practical  and  scientifically  proven 
methods  available.  What  we  have  reconmended  fulfills  these  requirements. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  Bottari,  Executive  Secretary 


PB/sk 
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30-*|  lSBuei   Role  of  CHHP 

See  discussion  on  CKMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  In  the  FEIS. 
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C0MWEHT5  ON  DRAFT  E.I. 


This  will  not  be  a  complete  response  to  the  E.I.S.  Draft. 
That  would  take  a  week  to  present!  however,  I  would  like  to  hit 
some  of  the  highlights. 

I  sincerely  doubt  that  a  fair  and  impartial  E.I.S.  could 
have  been  written  under  the  administration  of  Chet  Conard.   One 
of  his  first  comments  to  the  people  of  Winnemucca  District  was, 
"You   people  are  spoiled,  and  I've  come  here  to  teach  you  the 
factB  of  life,  which  I  intend  to  do  before  I  leave."   From  that 
beginning  the  situation  and  communications  eroded  to  zero. 

In  my  opinion,  the  E.I.S.  team  leader,  Bill  Harkenrider, 
had  neither  eduction,  experience,  nor  desire  to  author  a  fair 
and  unbiased  E.I.S.. 

The  draft  E.I.S.  fails  to  adequately  explore  the  history 
of  livestock  use  in  the  area  and  the  past  relationship  of 
livestock  to  wildlife  and  wild  horses.   Beneficial  effects  of 
livestock  grazing  are  not  explored.   A  negative  regard  for 
livestock  and  their  influence  on  the  environment  is  expressed 
throughout  the  draft.   Data  available  does  not  support  this 
negative  attitude. 

Forage  allocation  provisions  for  big  game  are  unnecessary. 
Forage  in  excess  of  big  game  needs  exist  in  areas  denied  to 
livestock  allocation.   (i.e.  rested  fields,  time  livestock 
can  not  be  on  B.L.M.)  Also,  big  game  generally  consume  different 
plants  than  do  livestock. 

Forage  surveys  for  E.I.S.  was  done  in  the  second  of  two 
drought  type  years,  and  many  were  done  in  the  Fall  with  personnel 
who  were  not  sufficiently  trained  to  evaluate  under  these 
circumstances . 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  none  of  the  permitees  in 
Paradise-Denio  were  notified  that  a  range  survey  was  being  done 
on  their  allotment,  even  though  I  know  some  had  requested  to  be 
notified  and  allowed  to  participate. 

Data  from  range  survey  was  denied,  at  least  to  me,  until 
I  requested  it  under  the  "Freedom  Of  Information  Act".   Even  then 
I  had  to  pay  for  copies  of  all  material  I  received.   It  is  my 


«5 


Comment  Letter  40 


Comment  Letter  40 


undere Sanding  that  livestock  people  were  the  only  ones  who  were 
treated  in  thiB  manner. 

The  draft  is  developed  from  insufficient  data  in  regard 
to  trend  and  condition,  simply  because  the  trend  and  condition 
studies  were  not  done,  and  were  not  current. 

The  draft  does  not  take  into  consideration  grazing  rights. 
These  "rights"  were  established  by  law  under  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act 
and  confirmed  as  rights  through  all  acts  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service,  whom   the  Bureau  Of  Land  Management  has  never  challenged. 

A  Federal  Judge  ordered  the  Bureau  Of  Land  Management  to 
make  an  Environment  Impact  Statement  of  the  Western  Rangeland 
administered  by  the  Bureau  Of  Land  Management!  however,  I  don't 
find  any  place  where  he  ordered  them  to  make  a  read  judication  of 
livestock.   That  should  come  after  the  judge  accepts  the  final 
E.I.S.  and  all  arguments  are  heard  in  the  courts  or  hearings. 

No  consideration  was  given  to  the  fact  that  Western  Range- 
land  use  by  livestock  iB  energy  efficient.   This  energy  resource 
can  only  be  harvested  and  put  to  use  for  the  benefit  of  all 
people  through  the  utilization  of  livestock  grazing. 

No  consideration  of  the  environment  was  given  to  the  fact  that 
livestock  and  agriculture  are  the  true  backbone  of  the  environment. 
Other  uses  may  come  and  go,  but  we  all  know  that  agriculture  and 
livestock  uses  have  historically  been  the  most  permanent  and 
stable  of  all  uses. 

There  fys  one  question  that  must  be  answered.   What  are  we 
writing  an  Environment  Impact  Statement  fori   Are  we  trying  to 
extablish  a  priBtine  environment,  a  recreation  environment,  a 
productive  environment,  or  something  realistic  in  between  all 
of  these  uses? 

I  would  like  to  enter  here  a  paper  by  Dr.  C.  Wayne  Cook, 
Department  Of  Range  Science,  Colorado  State  University. 
EnterM  -  EXHIBIT  A. 

I  request  that  the  method  advocated  by  Dr.  Cook  and  a 
majority  of  range  scientists,  for  establishing  stocking  rates, 
be  implemented  into  the  Paradisie -Denio  E.I.S,  to  replace  the 
Ocular  Reconnaissance  and  Forage  value  method  presently  being 
used  in  the  E.I.S.  draft. 


Mr.  Spang,  On  behalf  of  the  Nevada  Cattlemen'B  Association 
and  myself,  I  request  a  six  (6)  month  extension  of  time  for 
public  comments.   The  time  limit  now  proposed,  April  7,  1981,  is 
totally  unrealisitic  in  view  of  the  amount  of  technical  data  that 
must  be  reviewed  to  make  a  complete  response  to  the  proposed  E.I.S.. 
After  all,  you  are  asking  us  to  review  and  comment  on  this  document, 
the  Paradise-Denio  Environment  Impact  Statement,  that  took  a  full 
staff  working  full  time  for  approximately  two  years  to  write. 
If  you  truly  want  an  accurate  and  intelligent  response,  you  will 
grant  us  sufficient  time  to  accomplish  this  I 

-'V    -7   . 


W.    W.    Hall 

BARNEN   CATTLE    INC. 


Comment  Letter  40 


Comment  Letter  40 


EXHIBIT A. 

Determining  Grazing  Capacity  of  Ranges 

C.  Hayne  Cook 

Department  of  Range  Science 
Colorado  State  University 

Currently  Range  Scientists  do  not  feel  that  carrying  capacity  of  a 
range  can  be  determined  by  any  survey  method  used  t;o  date.  Rather,  it 
appears  the  best,  and  most  modern  approach  to  determining  carrying  capacity 
of  rangeland  is  to  evaluate  the  utilization  being  made  of  the  area  along  with 
determining  changes  in  vegetation  expression  with  respect  to  vigor,  repro- 
duction, death  and  replacement  of  plants  over  a  period  of  3  to  5  or  even  ten 
years.  This  would  yield  information  regarding  degree  of  use  that  would  be 
acceptable  on  key  areas  representing  the  larger  range  sites  to  be  managed. 
Trend  of  range  condition  could  be  objectively  measured  through  Intermittent 
measurements  aver  time. 

Grazing  systems  could  be  initiated  and  evaluated  by  this  approach. 
Permanent  plots  would  by  necessity  have  to  be  established  and  revisited  to 
determine  change  over  time.  These  bench  marks  would  be  representative  of 
larger  and/or  critical  range  sites.i  Several  plots  wojjld  be  established  for 
each  vegetation  type  In  each  allotment.  At  the  same  time  corrective  measures 
for  any  adverse  features  apparent  in  the  grazing  system  could  be  made  from 
year  to  year  as  the  management  plan  is  evaluated.   If  we  are  truly  concerned 
with  management  of  the  land  resource  some  method  resembllrig  this  approach  must 
he  used. 

Grazing  capacity  of  the  range  would  depend  upon  the  season  of  use  and  the 
species  of  animal  grazing  the  area.  For  Instance,  most  desert  ranges  used 
during  the  winter  have  twice  the  capacity  as  the  same  range  used  during  the 
spring  and  summer. 


Various  combinations  of  "range  condition"  and  "range  trend"  are  considered 
unsatisfactory  and  need  corrective  measures.  No  range  1n  a  downward  trend 
regardless  of  range  condition  can  be  considered  satisfactory  and  would  require 
corrective  measures.  Range  trend,  however,  requires  at  least  two  visitations 
to  the  same  plot  or  area  where  data  1s  collected  for  comparison.  Trend  should 
consider  rather  long-term  climate  (weather)  shifts.  Poor  range  except  in  the 
local  areas  should  be  In  an  upward  trend.  Fair  and  good  condition  range  could 
be  and  often  is  considered  satisfactory  if  the  trend  is  static  or  upward. 

The  corrective  measures  to  be  considered,  include:  change  of  season  of 
use;  change  in  class  of  animal;  obtaining  better  distribution  through  water 
development,  salting,  drifting  or  herding  and  trail  construction;  range  Improve- 
ment and  reductions  in  numbers. 

The  necessary  corrective  measure  or  measures  may  be  only  one  of  the  above 
or  any  combination  Including  all  five  measures.  Tne  cause  of  the  adverse  effects 
in  most  cases  can  be  identified  and  corrected  rather  effectively. 
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40  =1  Ibhubi   Range  Survey 

See  diBcuaaion  of  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  of  the  FEiS. 


The  following  are  portions  of  spoken  commanta | presented  at  the  public 
hearing  conducted  in  Heno,  Nevada,  March  10,  19H1.   Only  those  portions 
which  required  a  response  were  reprinted  along  with  the  response  from  BLM. 


ROBERT  llAGARi 


T1-1 


T1-2 


The  entire  concept  of  the  one-time  range  eurvey  and 
Btock  grazing  based  upon  a  one-time  survey  of  forage 
levels  is  ridiculous.   Monitoring  ia  the  only 
scientific  grazing  method  which  can  be  used  to 
determine  what  the  proper  Btock  grazing  are  and  any 
attempts  to  base  Btock  grazing  on  this  unscientific 
data  ia  Intel lectual ly  dlBhonest . 

First,  the  economic  impact.   The  moot  recent,  the  moat 
advanced  econometric  modeling  showed  that  a  proposed 
reduction  resulted  in  an  S6,326,8B0  Impact,  direct 
impact  on  the  local  economy.   This  figure  is  based  upon 
a  570  per  RUM  impact  and  this  is  the  figure  that  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  in  Washington  D.C.  is  now 
accepting  as  the  most  recent  impact  in  terms  of  the 
econometric  model . 


HEARING    RESPONSE  T1 


HEARING  COMMENT  T2 


T*  "1  =.*j  Xauue  i   Range  Survey 

See  JlBiiuBiiion  on  CRMP  at  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEI5. 

l1~2  IsBuei   Method  of  Economic  AnalyaiB 
Siie  reaponae  to  lasue  5-16  and  29-3 . 


The  following  are  portiona  of  apoken  comments  presented  at  the  public 
hearing  conducted  in  heno,  Nevada,  Marich  ID,  1981.   Only  those  portions 
which  required  a  response  were  reprinted  along  with  the  response  from  BU4. 


TINA  NAPPE: 
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T2-2 


I'm  not  totally  in  contradictory  with  Mr.  Ma gar  but  I 
had  great  concerns  about  the  lack  of  emphasis  and 
concerns  about  the  riparian  areas  and  alao  about  the 
reductions  of  deer  herda . 

I  am  still  unclear  about  the  range  survey  method  as  a 
layperson  and  how  that  relates  to  what  Mr.  Bagar 

proposes  as  far  as  monitoring  and  it's  very  unclear  to 

me  how  CRMP  is  going  to  work  in  Ithere  since  CRMP  ia  not 

totally  defined  as  to  who  will  be  represented  in  it  and 
apparently  the  document  does  say  that  it  will  rest  on 
CRMP,  certain  amount  for  decisions  that  come  out. 
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HEARING  RESPONSE  T2 


2"1  iBBUei   Protection  of  Riparian  Habitat 
See'l'responee  to  Issue  5-15. 

2-2  Issue  i   Role  of  CKMP 

See  discussion  on  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS. 


HEARING  COMMENT   T3 


The  following  are  portions  of  spoken  comments  presented  at  the  public 
hearing  conducted  in  Winnemucca,  Nevada,  March  11,  1981.   Only  those 
portions  which  required  a  response  were  reprinted  along  with  the  response 
from  BLH. 


LAWRENCE  FRENCHY  MONTEPO: 


3-1 


I  'in  just  going  to  be  making  some  comments  on  some 
things  that  I  saw  in  the  E.I.S.  that  I  figured  were 
wrong  in  it  and  the  thing — -it  states  there  that — the 
BLM  states  that  Pine  Forest  has  124,000  acreB  of  land 
and  the  Palute  allotment  has  177,000  acres  and  out  of 
the  124,000  acres  on  the  Pine  forest,  they  state  that 
100,000  of  those  acres  are  unsuitable  for  cattle  .  .  . 


HEARING  RESPONSE  T3 


3~1  Is  sua  i   Range  Survey 

Sae  discussion  on  CRMP  in  the  beginning  of  the  Summary  in  the  FEIS 
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